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Foreword To All Volumes 


T he general purpose of this three-part work is to 
deal with one of the fundamental features of hu¬ 
man existence, housing or shelter. The subject 
offers a rich field for investigation, and the eco¬ 
nomic and social questions involved press urgently, 
in one form or another, upon society and upon the individual. 

For more years than I like to contemplate it has seemed to 
me that the means of providing homes in modem America and 
elsewhere have been strangely out of date. The provision of food 
and clothing has been organized, increased, and facilitated to 
an extraordinary degree, and the same is true of the more com¬ 
plex needs of heat, light, transportation, luxuries, recreation, 
information. Why is the house which one builds for his family 
to live in for a generation, why is the house almost outside the 
influence of modern mass production methods.? Should it be 
brought within their scope.? If so, how? Such questions have 
been surging within me now for at least eight or ten years and 
these volumes contain my effort to answer them. 

The method of attack necessitates first, in Volume I, a review 
of the evolution of the home and the social and economic forces 
which have influenced its development; then in Volume II an 
analysis of current housing conditions and trends and compari¬ 
sons with the methods of other industries. Thus we should be 
able to find out what is the matter with housing and wherein it 
lags behind in the march of civilization. Finally, a solution of 
such problems will be offered in the third volume in the form of 
a rationalization of the housing industry, thus harmonizing the 
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means by which our homes are provided with those mostly used 
in supplying the other major needs. 

This rather large task, I am frank to say, I have approached 
with the distinct preconceived idea that the chief factor of 
the modern housing problem is physical structure. A new con¬ 
ception of the structure of our modern houses is needed, better 
adapted not only to the social conditions of our day but also to 
modern means of production: factories, machinery, technology, 
and research. Other industries have made use of such forces to a 
far greater extent than the building industry has done. The 
peculiar and complex nature of the building industry has thus 
far thwarted basic improvement in methods of house construc¬ 
tion; hut rationalization of it with respect to the other indus¬ 
tries is imminent in all countries where, in varying degrees, 
mass production prevails. 

Mass productive methods have come to stay, because they 
are simply the further development of the division of labor. It 
seems to be a law of hfe that function or labor is divided and 
subdivided, speciaHzed and further specialized, infinitely and 
forever. Further extensions of mass production into both old 
and new fields may be confidently predicted. A study of housing 
as one of the chief factors in the “ cost of living ” in comparison 
with all other factors quite clearly indicates its backwardness 
compared with those other things which our present-day life 
demands. To bring it into harmony with the others is primarily 
an engineering problem which has gradually developed in char¬ 
acter and importance during the last century and particularly 
in the last decade. It has not been adequately dealt with, prob¬ 
ably because of its very complex and diverse character; it is 
easily seen in its generalities but hard to grasp in its details. 

The solution is obviously through rationalization because the 
present methods of house production are old and out of har¬ 
mony with methods used in other industries. The factors in¬ 
volved are by no means wholly structural or industrial; but 
social custom, living standards, public welfare, property, 
finance, esthetics, and still other factors must be balanced. 
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But balance among these factors can not be established until 
the housing structure, which is the basis of the whole problem, 
has been rationalized. The existing house structure was mostly 
developed before the industrial age, and grew out of the ma¬ 
terials and methods and social standards of earlier centuries. 
The structure is physically sound but not well adapted to recent 
technical advances in materials and applied mechanics. Its 
elements are not well suited to manufacture by mass produc¬ 
tion or to ready field erection. It is not adapted to large-scale 
credit financing at low cost. Furthermore, it is very ill-fitted 
to include the accessories which, in these days, make the home. 
We are clearly putting new wine into old bottles when we im¬ 
plant modern heating, lighting, and plumbing into the house 
structure and architecture of two centuries ago. Finally, from 
the esthetic viewpoint it does not adequately express the spirit 
of the present era or utilize the wealth of adornment available 
through new materials, colors, and textures. 

The whole world today is experiencing an evolutionary mal¬ 
adjustment far more significant than any unbalance between 
industries. Productive means have far outstripped control 
means and distributive means. Potential production, including 
transport, is sufficient to supply the necessaries of life in abun¬ 
dant quantity to every man, woman, and child throughout the 
world. But our economic and political control methods are 
out of date and full of flaws. Millions are pinched and even 
starving in the midst of plenty. But the time is nearly here, 
and the forces are working toward it, when improved tech¬ 
nology of control and distribution will tend to harmonize and 
balance with our technology of production. The great commu¬ 
nistic experiment of the Soviets, the autocracy of Mussolini, the 
spiritual democracy of Gandhi, the flounderings of aU en¬ 
trenched political and economic forces, including those of the 
United States, the philosophy and suggestions of the scientists, 
including “ Technocracy,” are all valuable contributions to this 
end. Rationalization between world production and distribu¬ 
tion through which we shall make better use of our recent great 
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advances in productive technique for the general public good 
is clearly on the horizon. The present depression is drawing it 
towards us. But its approach will not stop the continued play 
of evolutionary forces in the field of production in general and 
housing in particular. In fact, improved technique of control 
between methods of production and distribution can hardly 
occur until the existing maladjustment between the building 
industry and our other great industries has been annulled. 

It is a very far cry from the time when primitive man first 
used the protecting shelter of a tree or a cave down to present- 
day complex life and the home which it demands. Yet during 
this period of a half million or million years man and his home 
have been evolving under exactly the same natural forces as 
exist today, and we can draw a picture of the evolution of his 
home and some of the influences which have brought it to the 
present point. We can note the interplay through the ages of 
man’s physical, mental, and spiritual urges. The interplay of 
these forces has tended always, though in waves, toward further 
and further specialization in supplying man’s wants and crav¬ 
ings. Increasing technique has meant increased knowledge, more 
knowledge has furthered man’s higher aims, and so in continu¬ 
ous subdivision of man’s work the human race has progressed. 
The home, one of man’s primary needs, has helped to conserve 
and pass down to subsequent generations and ages his mental 
accomplishments; and within the home man’s vague super¬ 
human sense, the spirit, has evolved, ever urging onward and 
upward. No inquiry could be more interesting, more illuminat¬ 
ing, more profound or more far reaching, more significant or 
more pertinent to present needs, than a study of the houses of 
mankind. 


Albert Farwell Bemis 



Preface to Volume II 


V OLUME I dealt extensively with the development 
of man’s abode and the interrelations between it 
and his social and spiritual life- That review was 
intended to form the background for the serious 
study of the economic and physical actualities of 
the American home of today. This volume brings us face to face 
with these actualities. It makes no attempt to evaluate purely 
social factors, but this must not be construed to mean that it 
fails to recognize their importance. 

In the Foreword to All Volmnes, the statement is made that 
the chief factor of the modem housing problem is physical 
structure. This has been criticized as failing to recognize the 
importance of social aspects, as failing to take any account of 
group housing — in fact, as indicating a bias which vitiated 
the conclusions of the work. This second voliune, however, 
should go far to make clear what was meant. Whatever may be 
its social values, housing requires work, it costs money; the 
economic element is vital to its character, and social achieve¬ 
ments in housing cannot be made without cost, whether the 
housing be individual or communal in type. At the present 
time housing costs too much, compared with other things. Its 
economic aspect is therefore dominant. 

Definitions are often troublesome in a work of this sort. 
The words ‘‘ house ” and “ housing ” are used indiscriminately 
by many writers. In this book “ house ” is used to mean any 
building sheltering one or more families in permanent resi¬ 
dence, be it a cottage, a two-family structure, or a multi- 



xii PEEFACE TO VOLUME II 

family apartment; “ housing ” is used in its collective sense 
synonymously with “ shelter ” to define the conglomerate house 
of the group or nation. Other words, too, are perplexing, on 
account of the changes that occur in their meanings. “ Capi¬ 
talism ” necessarily exists in some degree in every social order, 
and the basic meaning of the word does not justify its increas¬ 
ingly popular use to define an individualistic economy. I have 
used this and other words in their perverted sense with the 
greatest reluctance. Here and there, to make my meaning clear, 
I have essayed by other words to fortify and clarify the basic 
meaning; but always to do so would encumber the flow of 
thought, and I have usually deferred to common parlance. 

By studying housing conditions in all their economic phases, 
we may see what aspects of the home-providing process are out 
of balance and need bringing up to date. We commence with a 
section setting forth the importance of housing relative to other 
economic factors; the product of the industry, chiefly in the 
United States, is then defined; and finally we show that the cost 
of that product is entirely too high. 

The second and longest section of the book examines the 
reasons for this high cost. It rehearses the often-told story of 
the disabilities in the building industry, describes its organiza¬ 
tion, and compares its efficiency with that of others. It then 
examines in greater detail the four cost factors which seem 
most to need detailed analysis. 

The final section gives attention to some of the governmental 
efforts which have been made to improve minimum housing in 
quality and cost. It concludes with a suggested solution by 
other means. In view of the intense demand for government 
participation in the expense of housing, we present a careful 
study of the results of this participation in nations where it 
has been carried out on a large scale. From this study he who 
runs may read that it is not a fitting solution of the problem 
of cost, however desirable, indeed essential, governmental con¬ 
trol of city planning and building regulations may be. The 
soundest way out is clearly through reduction of the cost of 
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the product by normal means. The last chapter, on rationaliza¬ 
tion, points the way, a way which will be enlarged upon in the 
final volume of this series. 

The importance of the home as an economic factor has re¬ 
ceived relatively slight attention. In making an economic study 
like this, one constantly encounters a blank wall of inadequate 
statistics — at once scanty, inaccurate, and poorly suited for 
comparison. Numerous things of far less value than housing 
have been made the subject of endless analysis, study, discus¬ 
sion, statistical review, and research. Effort and expense galore 
have been devoted to the investigation of manufactures, ma¬ 
chinery, railways, bridges, canals, mines, churches, motor-cars, 
sheep, yes, and even radishes and popcorn. But on the subject 
of housing, as will be apparent to the reader, information is 
equally scarce and sporadic whether in government or private 
files. At almost every point independent investigation has been 
required. And obviously the present disturbed economic con¬ 
dition throughout the world adds greatly to the difficulty of 
analyzing data and drawing conclusions therefrom. Where 
comparisons have been made between different periods and dif¬ 
ferent countries, allowance has been attempted for abnormal 
differences of currency values. 

At my request and under my direction, Luther Conant has 
for five years worked at the collection of data on nearly every 
aspect of present-day housing. His findings in the form of text, 
tables, charts, and footnotes are here combined with my conclu¬ 
sions from and views of those findings. The reader who is inter¬ 
ested to pursue such economic data will find additional mate¬ 
rial in the appendices and the bibliography. A few of the charts, 
though based on all available data, are somewhat conjectural 
and marked accordingly. By this use of conjecture certain 
trends and relationships are made more clear. 

The excellent charts and graphs are by John W. Germond. 
Numerous government and private research bureaus, trade as¬ 
sociations, and journals, as well as private individuals, have 
been most generous in responding to requests for information. 
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A list of these will be found at the end of the volume, and to 
each I tender my sincere appreciation of their aid. I am much 
indebted to Marjorie True Gregg for her aid in editing the 
manuscript, and to John Burchard, 2nd, for assistance in its 
preparation for publication. 

Albert Farwell Bemis 

Bostox, Mass. 

Mat, 1984. 
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CHAPTER I 


The Economic Importance of Housing 


B efore embarking on an analysis of housing as a 
factor in the economic life of the family and the na¬ 
tion, it is desirable to restate several definitions and 
concepts fundamental to economics. The word “ eco¬ 
nomics ” itself, with happy appropriateness, comes 
from the Greek oiJconomiJcos, a composite of two words, the 
original meaning of which was “ home management.” From 
such a simple beginning, economics has grown to its present 
great and complex significance. It can with difiiculty be briefly 
defined, but may be said to be the science of wealth; agricul¬ 
ture, commerce, industry, finance, building, mining, fisheries, 
transport, the trades, even the means of living, are all included 
in its scope. 

The word “ wealth ” derives from the Anglo-Saxon "wedlay 
meaning “ weal, prosperity, well-being, happiness, joy,” From 
such a delightful origin, wealth has come to include the objects 
which are the cause of happiness, and hence material things — 
the ownership and distribution of which only too often create 
the converse of happiness. 

In its modern, technical meaning, wealth is chiefly the result 
or product of work, and may be classified as permanent or capi¬ 
tal goods and temporary or consumable goods. Of the former, 
some are the direct gift of nature, requiring the labor of man; 
such as crude natural resources. The chief capital assets of all 
primitive countries and of most of the more advanced ones lie 
in this group; foj-est, pasture, tillable lands, mines, fisheries, 
and waterways. Permanent wealth also includes durable things 
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derived from these resources; such as buildings, tools, machin¬ 
ery, roads, canals, and railways, which result from work not 
needed for providing the necessaries of life. Temporary or 
quickly consumable wealth develops from the synchronized use 
of permanent wealth. 

The efficiency of a nation as a producer and accumulator of 
wealth varies inversely with the percentage of its people em¬ 
ployed in the production of sustenance commodities. Obviously 
if all the man-power be required for such sustenance, as was 
the case in primitive times, there is none left for producing per¬ 
manent wealth. But as knowledge and technique develop, the 
ability and desire to provide more durable types of wealth in¬ 
crease. From the viewpoint of present-day economics, the coun¬ 
tries of relatively small wealth are those in which the bulk of 
the people is engaged in providing the basic necessities. The 
wealthiest countries are those the wants and industries of which 
are the most extensive and diverse, and in which daily suste¬ 
nance is provided by relatively few workers. India and Brazil, 
for instance, rank low in per-capita wealth, despite their enor¬ 
mous territories, while Great Britain and the United States 
rank high. Chart 1 (conjectural) shows the tendency of types 
of wealth to increase or decrease with advancing civilization. 
Chart 2 gives the per-capita wealth and income for various na¬ 
tions, showing how the wealthiest countries are precisely those 
which by Western standards are the most civilized. In daily 
life the less wealthy countries lie nearer to starvation than do 
the wealthier ones, but it by no means follows that in a crisis 
the complicated economic structure of the latter may not pro¬ 
duce a condition of starvation much more severe than ever oc¬ 
curs in a poorer or more backward land. The complexities of 
transport and communication in economically advanced coun¬ 
tries are such that their breakdown would be a catastrophe; the 
people in primitive countries have a direct contact with the 
production of necessities. 

Consumable wealth concerns the individual more directly 
than permanent wealth; all effort in primitive times was de- 
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voted to its production, and that impulse continues. It is in¬ 
deed a far cry from the condition under which each individual 
or family was a separate economic entity, directly supplying 
and consuming all material requirements, to the present con¬ 
dition in this country, where material products and social serv¬ 
ices have been so tremendously amplified through the enforced 
cooperation of group life. None the less, the primary objective 
of work is stiU temporary wealth or income in the form of the 
necessaries of life. 

Wealth may also be classified as basic and non-basic. Its 
basic forms are concerned with the necessaries of life; its non- 
basic ones with comforts and luxuries. In primitive society vir¬ 
tually all wealth is basic, but, as society develops, non-basic 
forms arise, continually tending, however, to become basic as 
each finds its place as a social want. Some non-basic forms, 
such as personal embellishments incident to ephemeral fashion, 
soon die, along with their progenitors, while others, such as 
improved foods, waterworks, motor-cars, and airplanes, pass 
quickly from the field of luxury into that of comfort, and in 
an increasingly complex social structure become basic wealth. 
In primitive lands it is easy to differentiate between basic and 
non-basic effort; in complex urban life it may be extremely 
difficult, as shown by Chart S, From this chart it will be seen 
that a few types of basic wealth, particularly land, have dimin¬ 
ished in relative importance in the United States during a cen¬ 
tury of economic effort, while others which in 1805 would cer¬ 
tainly have been regarded as non-basic cannot be so now. There 
has been a continual growth of subsidiary and sub-subsidiary 
basic wealth; i.e., items which in themselves are not actually 
basic. 

With this background we may now consider these questions: 
What is the value of housing compared with other forms of 
wealth, basic and non-basic, permanent and temporary.^ Is it 
as important an item in economics as in the social and spiritual 
life of a people.f* Does its importance increase or decrease.? Does 
its place in the total wealth and the annual income grow less or 
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more as countries become more mature or more industrialized, 
richer or poorer? What does it contribute to the annual income? 
What is its annual cost per capita and per family? What is its 
relation to other requirements and to the social services, com¬ 
forts, and luxuries? The answers may best be found by consider¬ 
ing the value of shelter as related (1) to the national wealth, 
(2) to the national income, (3) to the family budget. 

SHELTER AS RELATED TO THE NATIONAL WEALTH 

The value of dwellings, and indeed of buildings, in the United 
States can only be estimated, since comprehensive official sta¬ 
tistics are lacking.^ Since 1900 the United States Census has 
reported the value of farm buildings, but up to 1930 the only 
Census figures available for the far more important items of 
urban and suburban buildings lay hidden in combined totals 
for “ land and improvements.” The latest Census report on na¬ 
tional wealth, made in 1922 (see Table 1), placed the value of 
land and improvements at $176,415,000,000, roughly 55 per 
cent of the total estimated wealth of $320,800,000,000, but did 
not indicate how this was to be divided. 

The Federal Trade Commission, in its report of 1926,^ made 
an approximate distribution as follows: 

Per cent 

Land . $107,071,000,000 60.7 

Improvements .... 69,344,000,000 39.3 

$176,416,000,000 100.0 

These figures did not include the land of railways or pubhc 
utilities or that connected with public highways. Nor did the 
Commission attempt to state what proportion of improvements 
should be allocated to buildings and what to other forms of 
construction. On the whole its estimate for improvements seems 

1 For a brief statement of the handicaps imposed upon this study all along 
the line because of a lack of comprehensive, coordinated or specific data, see 
Appendix, p, 509. 

2 Federal Trade Commission, ‘‘ National Wealth and Income” (Government 
Printing Office, Washington, 1926), p* 34. 
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conservative. A total of $75,000,000,000 for buildings, with 
a correspondingly lower figure for land, is perhaps nearer 
the truth. This distribution of improvements and land, to¬ 
gether with the major items in the Census estimate of 1922, may 
be drawn from Table 1. Parallel with the 1922 values, the 
table presents original estimates for 1930. Even if the 1930 
valuations there given for comparison are wide of the mart, 
there can be little doubt that buildings rank second only to 
land in the United States. 

The same relationship is true of other nations. The Dominion 
of Canada is, compared with the United States, relatively un¬ 
developed ; it still has vast areas of agricultural land, unworked 
mines, forests, great mineral resources, and a relatively sparse 
population; none the less, as an arbitrary analysis ® indicates, 
land (including forest and mineral lands) in 1930 represented 
42.5 per cent of the national wealth and buildings 17 per cent. 
The latter percentage was nearly double that of steam railways 
and that of livestock and farm products. 

Again, a recent estimate of the private wealth of Italy,* 
apparently for the year 1929, placed the value of land at 155,- 
000,000,000 lire and of buildings at more than 80,000,000,- 
000 lire,® or 16.5 per cent of the total. The next largest item, 
stocks and bonds, was a little over 52,000,000,000 lire, thus 
easily giving buildings second rank in the total assets. The fact 
that Italy has only recently come forward as an industrial na¬ 
tion gives added significance to these figures. 

In Great Britain in 1928, the value of buildings, according 
to an estimate by Sir Josiah Stamp,® was five times that of land, 

3 Based on estimates of the total national wealth of Canada as published by 
the Dominion Bureau of Statistics of the Canadian Department of Trade and 
Commerce (“Canada, 1932” [F. A. Acland, Ottawa, 1932], p. 41). These esti-^ 
mates disregarded the value of undeveloped agricultural and mineral land, as 
well as other undeveloped natural resources, so that to arrive at our ratios, it 
was necessary to make arbitrary calculations of these values. 

^ By Dr. degli Epinosa, in “ Foreign Financial News,” United States De¬ 
partment of Commerce, Bulletin No. 103. 

5 One lira = 5.2 cents in United States currency at par. 

® “The National Wealth” (The Economist [London, November 22, 1930], 
p. 946). The value of farm buildings was included under farm values instead of 
under buildings. 
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being placed at £4,500,000,000, or was 25 per cent of the net 
wealth; i.e., gross wealth less £6,400,000,000, representing the 
national debt,'^ and taking first place among the national as- 


TABLE 1 

Approximate Distribution of Wealth of the United States in 1922 and 1930 


Land. 

$101,400,000,000 

Per cent d 

29.6 

19S0 * ^ 

$125,000,000,000 c 29.4 

Buildings 

Dwellings . 

48,000,000,000 

14.0 

70,000,000,000 

16.5 

All other . 

27,000,000,000 

7.9 

45,000,000,000 

10.6 

Manufactured products . 

28,400,000,000 

8.3 

30,000,000,000 

7.1 

Furniture, clothing, etc. 
House furnishings .... 

21,000,000,000 

6.1 

27,000,000,000 

6.3 

Clothing, jewelry, etc. . 

18,800,000,000 

5.5 

20,000,000,000 

4.7 

Streets, public roads, etc. 

22,000,000,000 

6.4 

27,000,000,000 

6.3 

Railways . 

20,000,000,000 

5.8 

22,000,000,000 

6.2 

Manufacturing machinery, 
tools, etc. 

15,800,000,000 

4.6 

20,000,000,000 

4.7 

Livestock. 

5,800,000,000 

1.7 

4,500,000,000 

1.1 

Farm products . 

5,500,000,000 

1.6 

4,600,000,000 

1.1 

Street railways . 

4,900,000,000 

1.4 

3,500,000,000 

0.8 

Motor vehicles. 

4,600,000,000 

1.3 

6,000,000,000 

1.4 

Electric light and power 
stations . 

4,200,000,000 

1.2 

6,000,000,000 

1.4 

Miscellaneous utilities ... 

3,400,000,000 

1.0 

3,500,000,000 

0.8 

Shipping and canals .... 

2,900,000,000 

0.9 

2,000,000,000 

0.5 

Farm implements and ma¬ 
chinery . 

2,600,000,000 

0.8 

2,000,000,000 

0.5 

All other . 

6,500,000,000 

1.9 

7,000,000,000 

1.6 

Totals . 

$342,800,000,000 

100.0 

$426,000,000,000 

100.0 


(a) Census data (in round numbers), except for the item of $ 225000 , 000,000 
for streets, public roads, etc., which was not included by the Census in its 
total of $320,800,000,000. The Census did not show values for land and buildings 
separately, but merely gave a grand total of $176,415,000,000 for land and 
improvements. 

(5) Estimated. These do not allow for the unusual depreciation of values re¬ 
sulting from the general change in economic conditions which began in 1929, 
With this allowance made, it is almost certain that 1938 values would be less 
than for 1922. 

(c) Takes account of the shrinkage of $20,000,000,000 in the value of farm 
land between 1920 and 1930, as reported by the Census. 

(d) Although distributions in this and many other tables are carried out to 
decimal places, this does not imply a correspon^ng precision for the data. Even 
the round percentages are subject to a margin of error. 

7 The question whether government bonds (which represent a large part of 
the national debt) should be included in the aggregate wealth of a nation has 
been widely debated. 

In most estimates of the wealth of Great Britain the value of certain im- 
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sets. Yet a century ago the value of land in the United King¬ 
dom was placed by Colquhoun ® at three and one-half times the 
value of buildings. 

This striking development represents the culmination of a 
trend to be observed in other countries. In the early develop¬ 
ment of a nation, the value of buildings is small as compared 
with that of land; but as civilization progresses, the former 
comes to exceed it. This tendency is made clear by Chart 4, 
which gives percentages for the approximate distribution of 
the wealth of Great Britain in 1812 and in 1930. 

That the relative value of buildings is increasing in the 
United States is indicated by local statistics, as well as in 
Chart 3 (q.».). In 1890 the total value of real estate in Massa¬ 
chusetts was about equally divided between land and build¬ 
ings; in 1931 buildings represented 65 per cent of the com¬ 
bined total. A similar movement is seen in the few other states 
which keep records of building valuations, and doubtless would 
be shown for many others if statistics were available. There can 
be little doubt that in time, and perhaps in the near future, the 
value of buildings in the United States will exceed the value of 
the land. 


DWELLING-HOUSES . 

It is, then, a fair conclusion that in economically advanced 
nations buildings occupy second and sometimes first place in the 
national assets, and constantly tend to overtake land. Dwelling- 
houses, furthermore, form a large proportion of the value of 
buildings ;'but to determine their exact position, it is necessary 
to analyze the figures for buildings more closely. 

In 1896 Mulhall,® who devoted a large amount of study to 


portant items is arrived at by capitalizing profits rather than by inventorying 
the tangible assets connected therewith. 

s Colquhoun, Patrick, “ Treatise on the Population, Wealth, Power and Re¬ 
sources of the British Empire” (Joseph Mawman, London, 1815), p. 55. 

> Mulhall, Michael George, “ Industries and Wealth of Nations ” (Long¬ 
mans, Green and Co., London, 1896), Table No. XXXIV, p. 392. A summary 
of Mulhall’s data is given in the Appendix (p, 513). 
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national wealth and national income, published figures cover¬ 
ing the previous year in a number of countries. For every lead¬ 
ing country he assigned second place in the national wealth to 
houses, except in the United Kingdom, where he placed them 
first. His figures were largely estimated, often from insufficient 
or even doubtful data, and contain many variations; moreover, 
it appears that he included the value of the site in the value of 
the house. Even so, the consistency with which his studies as¬ 
signed houses second place cannot be ignored. 

No writer has brought Mulhall’s studies down to date, and 
there is the same absence of official statistics which hindered 
him forty years ago. None the less, it is possible to show clearly 
the relative position of shelter in the national wealth at the 
present time. The most logical source of information is the 
United States Census. But the only comprehensive census of 
home valuations ever taken in this country prior to 1930 was 
made in connection with the direct tax of 1798; this census 
did not include homes valued at $100 or less, which at that time 
constituted a high proportion of the total number. 

The next general census of home valuations was taken in 
1930; but even then no consolidated figure was reported ex¬ 
cept in the case of farm dwellings, for which an aggregate value 
of $7,000,000,000 was given. Non-farm homes,^^ it should be 

10 Pitkin, Timothy, “A Statistical View of the Commerce of the United 
States of America ” (Durrie & Peck, New Haven, 1835), pp. 309-810, This 
valuation included the lot, not exceeding two acres, and the “ outhouses ap¬ 
purtenant thereto,” According to the results of this tax, there were 270,695 
such homes with a total valuation of $140,683,984. 

11 The terms “ dwelling ” and “ family ” do not have the same significance 
for census purposes that is given them in ordinary conversation. Thus an apart¬ 
ment-house is classed in the Census as a single dwelling, regardless of the num¬ 
ber of apartments. 

For our purposes, the term “ dwelling,” unless otherwise indicated, repre¬ 
sents the quarters occupied by a single family, whether it be a single detached 
house, half of a two-family house, or an apartment in a multi-family house; it 
denotes the building, exclusive of the land. The word “home,” on the other 
hand, includes the land or its value; it does not include furnishings, screens, 
etc., which are ordinarily included in the cost of construction. The terms 
“ house ” and “ dwelling ” are used indifferently in order to avoid too frequent 
repetition of the same word. The important point is that in discussing the value 
of dwellings the value of land is excluded, whereas in discussing the value of 
homes it is included. 
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realized, represent over 75 per cent of the total number of homes 
in the United States, and a much higher percentage of their 
total value; yet for this major group the Census gave neither 

- CHAUT 5 - 

MEDIAN VALUESOFOWNED NON-FARM H0ME5 
IN THE UNITED STATE5 BY STATES: 1950 



cm UNDER 5000 
3000 - 49 9 3 
5000 - 6999 
7000 AND OVER 


totals nor averages, confining itself to median values by states 
for owned homes and to median rentals for rented homes, with 
classifications by value or rental groups, respectively.^^ 

12 The median values of non-farm homes for urban and rural communities 
separately and the average values of farm dwellings in 1930 as reported by the 
Census are given in the Appendix, p. 514. 

The Census defines the median value as “the value of that home which 
would stand in the middle of the series if all the homes were arranged according 
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These Census medians for “ owned ” non-farm homes by 
states are shown in Chart 5; it is impossible to construct from 
them a satisfactory valuation of the country’s dwelling-houses 
The records of individual states are equally insufficient. So far 
as we can ascertain, only Connecticut compiles a record of 
dwelling valuations separately from those of land. It was, there¬ 
fore, necessary to construct an original estimate for dwelling- 
house valuations in the United States in 1930. 

This estimate (see Chart 6) was nearly completed before 
the Census of 1930 was taken. It is based on fragmentary in¬ 
formation for certain classes of dwellings and church and school 
property as represented by different bureaus of the United 
States Government or of various states; on calculations for a 
few other classes of buildings obtained from national associa¬ 
tions and other sources; on original estimates for residential 
and other buildings arrived at from state tax reports; and on 
a large amount of miscellaneous data.^^ The estimate places 
the value of dwelling-houses in the United States at $70,000,- 


to value.” Thus for a series of homes valued at $10^000, $8000, $5000, $4000, and 
$3000, the median is $5000, while the simple average would be $6000. 

The terms “ owned ” and “ rented ” as used by the Census are confusing to 
many readers. Obviously somebody owns every home, including the rented ones. 
The distinction is that owned ” homes are occupied by the “ owner,” while 
“ rented ” homes are occupied by a tenant. 

13 First, because median figures usually differ widely from averages; sec¬ 
ond, because the value of the building is not separated from that of the land. 

14 Among the Federal Government reports especially useful in this connec¬ 
tion were those of the Census for farm dwellings and churches, those of the 
Federal Trade Commission for public buildings and schools, and the construc¬ 
tion cost reports of the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (hereafter 
referred to as USBLS) for various classes of buildings. The estimate for hotels 
was obtained from the American Hotel Association, which engaged account¬ 
ants to make a special study of such property; that for office buildings is partly 
based on data furnished by the National Association of Building Owners and 
Managers. 

The valuation here used is in dollars current at the time of the census. As 
compared with values prior to the World War, part of the increase merely re¬ 
flects the change in the value of the dollar and not a change in the volume of 
building. The total here given, however, cannot he divided by an index number 
of construction costs in order to make comparisons with pre-War figures, since 
in arriving at this estimate the value of pre-War structures was not increased 
in accordance with the rise in the building cost index. 



- CHART 8 - 

APPROXIMATE VALUATIONS OF BUILDINGS 
IN THE UNITED STATES BY MAJOR CLASSES: 1930 
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000,000.’^® This total exceeds that for any other class of build¬ 
ings, and indeed is more than 60 per cent of the total for all 
classes combined. It easily places dwelling-houses in the second 
position among the nation’s tangible assets; it is more than 
the entire wealth of France, more than twice that of Canada, 
and more than four times that of the Argentine Republic. 

The years of depression have, it is true, reduced this figure. 
Between 1930 and 1933 the value of new building construction 
in the United States was insufficient to offset normal deprecia¬ 
tion of existing buildings, fire, and other losses. Even without 
the abnormal deflation of the last few years, a valuation of 
January 1, 1933, would have been somewhat under our total, 
but the difference would not have materially affected this analy¬ 
sis. Allowing for the extraordinary decline in real estate values 
since 1930, the 1933 value would naturally be far below the 
estimate here presented; but since most other items have also 
suffered drastic devaluation, the percentage distribution should 
not be seriously disturbed. 

When we come to dwelling-house valuations in foreign coun¬ 
tries, we meet with equal uncertainty in the official statistics. 
It would not be possible to construct, at this distance, estimates 
comparable in scope with those made for the United States. On 
an arbitrary basis, however, we may assume that the value of 
dweffings in the United Kingdom in 1930 was $15,000,000,- 
000,^’’ or approximately 16 per cent of the net total national 

15 Exception may be taken to this figure on certain grounds, notably the 
1930 Census medians and the known average amount of mortgage indebted¬ 
ness; comparison of values so obtained with our figure will be found in the 
Appendix, p» 51fi. The estimates of independent investigators, such as Nystrom 
and the National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., approximate our figure. 
See Appendix, p. 521. 

16 See Table 1, p. 11. 

17 For a considerable period before the World War, the average cost of 
wage-earners’ dwellings in Great Britain was estimated at £200 ($1000 at 
$4,866). A. W. Shelton, in an address on Housing of the People” before the 
Manchester (England) Statistical Society on November 13, 19^18 (John Hey- 
wood, Ltd., Manchester, p. 3), placed the average value of 6,600,000 working- 
class homes in 1915 at £204, or a total of $6,500,000,000; this figure included 
the value of sites. The value of 7,500,000 dwelling-houses of this class in 1930, 
allowing on the one hand for continued depreciation of old houses and on the 
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wealth; and that the indicated total value of dwellings in Ger¬ 
many in the same year was $19,500,000,000,^® or 22.5 per cent 
of the national wealth/® An arbitrary estimate of the aggregate 
value of all dwellings in France exclusive of site values is $10,- 
000,000,000, or 16.5 per cent of the national wealth.®® 

The dwellings of India offer strildng contrast to those of 
highly industrialized countries. Nearly nine-tenths of the popu¬ 
lation is in agricultural communities, and the typical dwelling 
is a small one-story structure, built of mud with a wooden roof- 
frame and grass thatch. Where the owner is fortunate enough 
to have access to a bamboo grove, he is not compelled to pur¬ 
chase any materials whatsoever, and even where these are pur¬ 
chased, the cost is by Occidental standards trifling — only a 


other for raarket appreciation, and also for the large number of new dwellings 
erected in the interval at relatively high costs, may be placed at $10,000,000,000, 
exclusive of sites. (The Inter-Departmental Committee on the Rent Restric¬ 
tions Acts estimated that of 7,500,000 houses [not dwellings] in England and 
Wales in 1914, between 5,000,000 and 6,000,000 were ^‘working-class” houses; 
in 1930 the total number of houses was about 9,000,000; the number of dwell¬ 
ings was somewhat greater. “Ministry of Health Report” [His Majesty’s 
Stationery Office, London, 1931], pp. 18, 19). Including dwellings of higher- 
income groups at a much higher average valuation and dwellings in Northern 
Ireland, we arrive at the figure quoted in the text. 

18 The average pre-War cost of wage-earners’ dwellings in Germany is 
placed by one authority at about 6000 marks or $1400 (“ Housing Policy in 
Europe” [Geneva, 1930, published in the United Kingdom for International 
Labour Office (hereafter ILO) by P. S. King and Son, Ltd., London], p. 345). 
Including dwellings of the higher-income groups, the average value would be 
greater, and the average cost of dwellings erected in recent years was consid¬ 
erably higher than that prevailing before the War. The average value of all 
such dwellings in existence in 1930, however, would be less than $1400. A gen¬ 
eral average of $1200 has led to the total we give. 

19 See Table 2, note (b), p. 20. 

20 An estimate of dwelling-house values in France in 1910, ostensibly offi¬ 
cial, placed the total at 59,600,000,000 francs, or a little less than $12,000,000,- 
000, but the site was probably included. It is known that many small dwellings 
erected in France before the War cost only a few hundred dollars each. On 
the other hand, as will be noted in Chapter XI, p. 431, under a five-year pro¬ 
gram of state-aided housing, inaugurated in 1928, it was proposed to erect 
200,000 “ cheap ” dwellings at an average cost of 35,000 francs, and 60,000 
moderate-rent dwellings at an average cost of 70,000 francs. (In 1910 the par 
value of the franc expressed in United States currency was 19.3 cents; in 1933 
it was 3.92 cents.) These figures serve as the basis for the estimate here 
presented. 
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few dollars per dwelling. These dwellings are usually erected 
by the owner with family and communal assistance, but even 
allowing for such labor the average value of rural dwellings 
in India can hardly equal $20. Including dwellings of all types, 
from the hovels of the poorest to the palaces of the native 
princes,^^ the average value per dwelhng may be placed at $50 

TABLE 2 

Comparison of Estimated Value of Dwelling-Houses with Total 
National Wealth of Selected Countries in 1930 

(Exclusive of site value) 




Esti- 

Per cent 



Number 

mated 

of total 



of 

total 

national 

Value per 

Country 

dwellings 

value^ 

wealth 

dwelling 

United States .. 

29,900,000 

70,000 

16.5 

$2,340 

Canada . 

2,000,000 

3,000 

8.5 

1,500 

United Kingdom. 

10,500,000 

15,000 

16.5 

1,430 

France . 

11,500,000 

10,000 

16.5 

870 

Germany . 

16,200,000 

19,000 

22.5*' 

1,170 

Netherlands 

1,500,000 

1,750 

21.0 

1,160 

India . 

55,000,000 

3,300 

7.0 

60 

Note: The term 

“ dweUing ” 

here signifies the abode of 

a family, 


not, as by the Census definition, an entire apartment-house or a single 
house indiscriminately. 

(а) In millions of dollars. These estimates are necessarily arbitrary. 

(б) The indicated percentage is 34, but this is based on post-War estimates 
of a total national wealth of $55,000,000,000, which is much below the pre-War 
total; a ratio of 22.5 per cent would be a more representative figure under 
normal conditions. 

to $70. With $60 as the mean, we may estimate the value of all 
dwellings at $3,300,000,000, or 7 per cent of the total wealth. 

The estimates of total dweUing-house values for several lead¬ 
ing countries, together with their relative importance in the 
total national wealth and the average value per dwelling, are 
shown in Table 2. The relative position of land, dwellings, and 
other buildings in the total wealth of certain of these countries 

21 Because of their comparatively small number, these have less effect on 
the average value than might be supposed. 
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appears in Chart 7; the table and chart indicate that as a 
rule dwelling-houses constitute from one-sixth to one-fifth or 
more of the wealth of these countries. A distinctly lower ratio 
in the case of Canada is chiefly due to the relatively sparse 
population and the high value of other items, and does not nec¬ 
essarily indicate a low standard of housing. The low percentage 
for India, on the other hand, is directly attributable to the 
character of the dwelling, and demonstrates that from an eco¬ 
nomic point of view the civilization of India is less advanced 
than that of the West. Even in India the importance of housing 
as a national capital asset can scarcely be ignored, and in the 
West it is of primary significance. 

SHEIiTER AS RELATED TO NATIONAL INCOME 

Shelter appears no less important economically when con¬ 
sidered from the point of view of annual cost. The yearly cost 
to the nation for new dwellings is not a proper figure to com¬ 
pare with other expenditures from income for the purpose 
of national budgetary analysis. Rather we should take the an¬ 
nual expenditures for home maintenance, including average eco¬ 
nomic interest on the home investment. Such a total expenditure 
would include items for obsolescence, upkeep, economic interest 
and taxes on all homes. 

Inasmuch as no authoritative application of the total income 
of the people of the United States was available, it was again 
necessary to construct an original estimate. Although there are 
a few scattered estimates by individuals, they are on such a 
basis as to be of little value for this discussion.^® Estimates of 
the total income of individuals in the United States have been 
prepared by various agencies, notably by the National Bureau 
of Economic Research and the National Industrial Confer¬ 
ence Board. For our purposes, the figure of the former, includ¬ 
ing as it does an allowance for the rental value of owned homes, 

22 This expenditure is discussed in Chapter V, p. 210. 

23 For an estimated distribution of total expenditures, including purchases 
made with borrowed funds, see p. 30. 
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- CHART 8 - 

DISTRIBUTION FOR EXPENDITURE OFTHF INCOME OF THE PEOPLE 
OF THE UNITED STATES BY MAJOR ITEMS (APPROXIMATE): 1928 



is the more satisfactory. It shows a total “ realized income ” 
of individuals in the United States in 1928, the latest reported 
year, of $89,400,000,000, exclusive of additions to plant or 
other capital account by corporations or other establishments.^® 

24 This consists in the main of the amounts received by individuals in the 
form of wages, salaries, pensions, compensation for injuries, interest, divi¬ 
dends, rents, royalties, services of durable consumers’ goods, and profits with¬ 
drawn from business. 

25 This includes an item of “imputed” income (amounting since 1922 to 
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In Table 3, an original estimate of the application of this 
total is given; percentage comparisons appear in Chart 8. 

Table S covers the entire population and not merely wage- 
earners. Moreover, it includes savings and is therefore not sim¬ 
ply a statement of actual expenditures. This compilation indi¬ 
cates that just as shelter ranks second in the list of the nation’s 
total assets, so the annual rental cost of shelter, $11,000,000,- 
000, ranks second in the list of leading items of national ex¬ 
penditure. Food, which ranks first, absorbed about one-quarter 
of the total, rent one-eighth, and clothing one-tenth. 

It appears that the total income was about equally divided 
between expenditures for the necessities (food, clothing, shelter, 
fuel, and light) and the miscellaneous group, which includes 
savings. Of the total of $44,000,000,000 for the miscellaneous 
group, the outlay for automobiles and “ luxuries ” each ac¬ 
counted for $10,000,000,000, nearly equaling the total for 
shelter. Excluding savings, the miscellaneous expenditures were 
over three times that for shelter ($35,000,000,000 against $11,- 
000,000,000), and indeed were very much greater than the 
total expenditure for food. 

Many of these miscellaneous items are often referred to as 
non-essential. Some are evidently as necessary as food and 
clothing; for example, the outlays for sickness and for taxes, 
carfares, house-furnishings, and many other items in the group 
can scarcely be called non-essential. 

Moreover, there are wide diiferences of opinion as to the 
dividing line between an essential and a convenience or comfort, 
and again that between a comfort and a luxury. Recreation and 
pleasure are often and with justification held to be as essential. 


about $5j250,000,000 annually) covering “the estimated value of the services 
rendered to their owners by durable direct or consumers’ goods,” as for in¬ 
stance the rental value of a house occupied by the owner. It does not include 
such items as ‘‘the income which might be imputed to housewives and house¬ 
holders for services rendered to their own families ” or “ income arising from 
changes in the value of property” (King, W. I., “The National Income and 
Its Purchasing Power” [National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., 1930], 
pp. 42, 73-74). 
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TABLE 3 


Approximate Disposition for Expenditure of the Income of the 
People of the United States in 1928® 

(Estimated) 


Food .. 

$22,000,000,000 

Per cent 

24.7 

Clothing . 

8,500,000,000 

9.6 

Shelter . 

11,000,000,000 

12.4*’ 

Fuel and light . 

3,500,000,000 

3.9 

Miscellaneous: 

Automobiles . 

10,000,000,000 

11.2 

“ Luxuries ” . 

10,000,000,000 

11.2 

Sickness ® . 

3,000,000,000 

3.4 

Furniture and house furnishings .. 

3,000,000,000 

3.4 

Individual taxes'*. 

2,000,000,000 

2.3 

Savings ® ... 

9,000,000,000 

lO.I 

Education . 

2,500,000,000 

2.8 

Religion . 

1,000,000,000 

I.l 

Sundries .. 

3,500,000,000 

3.9 


$89,000,000,000 f 

100.0 


(а) The totals for food, clothing, rent, and fuel and light were estimated in 
part from average per-family expenditures for these items as reported in vari¬ 
ous cost-of-living studies by the USBLS and other agencies. The results thus 
obtained were checked from other data. (See p. 104.) The sources of the esti¬ 
mates for most of the miscellaneous items are indicated in the notes to 
Table 19. 

(б) In many cost-of-living studies, which exclude savings and some other 
items included here, this percentage runs substantially higher (see pp. 104-111). 

(c) Including incidental costs. Based upon United States Department of 
Commerce data. 

(d) Chiefly income taxes,* exclusive of taxes on dwellings (included in rent), 
taxes of corporations, etc., which are deducted before estimating the total in¬ 
come, and excise and other taxes, which are included in the cost of goods 
consumed. 

(e) This item does not include the savings of business enterprises in the 
form of additions to plant, new equipment, etc., since our distribution deals with 
the expenditures of individuals. It does, however, attempt to include investment 
in new dwelling-houses (about .$2,000,000,000). 

(f) The total is the National Bureau of Economic Research’s estimate of 
the realized income of the people of the United States in 1928. (See p. 23.) 
AU items in the table are derived by taking percentages, arrived at by the 
authors, of this NBER total. 
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if not to man’s existence, at least to his efficiency and well-being, 
as suitable shelter and proper clothing. For example, when in 
1931 it was proposed to place a tax on cosmetics, objection was 
promptly made that they should not be classed as luxuries.^® 
The radio, because of its educational and recreational value, to 
say nothing of its political significance, cannot be strictly 
classed as a luxury, although it is certainly a newcomer in the 
field of useful accessories. Likewise a minor and undefinable 
portion of the outlay for passenger automobiles is for business 
purposes.^^ 

An original estimate of the total expenditures of United 
States families for so-called luxury items appears in Table 4. 
For purposes of comparison, this table also includes the esti¬ 
mated expenditures for new dwelling-houses and for housing 
maintenance. Chart 9 offers a comparison of the expenditures 
for “ luxuries ” with those for major necessities — food, cloth¬ 
ing, fuel and light, and certain others. 

The largest single outlay in the “ luxury ” group is for pas¬ 
senger automobiles. An allowance of $10,000,000,000 may seem 
excessive; as a matter of fact, for 1928 it is conservative, and 
some estimates run much higher. As already stated, the annual 
national expenditure for shelter, $11,000,000,000, was almost 
equaled in 1928 by that for passenger automobiles, and by 

26 Boston Post, November 30, 1931. 

27 Various estimates of the amount of so-called luxury expenditures have 
been prepared in recent years. The National Education Association has on 
several occasions prepared incomplete compilations for a comparison with 
expenditures for education; one such estimate, issued in 1929, is given in the 
Appendix, p. 520. It placed the total for certain major luxury or non-essential 
expenditures in 1926 at $18,200,000,000, of which nearly $12,000,000,000 was 
charged against passenger automobiles. 

Stuart Chase (“Play,” in “Whither Mankind,” edited by Charles A. Beard 
[Longmans, Green & Co., New York, 1930], pp. 336-337; see the Appendix, 
p. 621), places the total outlay coming under the general head of luxury ex¬ 
penditures in 1928 at $21,000,000,000. This author estimated the cost of pas¬ 
senger automobiles at only $5,000,000,000, which is certainly too low. On the 
other hand, some of his other items — as for instance an allowance of $3,000,- 
000,000 for entertaining, visiting, night clubs, and road houses — seem excessive. 

28 Based on studies by college and other research staffs, and on data se¬ 
cured from government bureaus, national associations of manufacturers, cir¬ 
culars and prospectuses of banking and brokerage houses, and other sources. 
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TABLE 4 

Estimated Totax Expekditubes m the U^stited States for Certain Major 
Luxuries axd for Coststructiok axd Maiktedstaxce of Dwelling- 

Houses IN 1928 


Major Luxuries 
Passenger automobiles 


New cars. $3,300,0005000 

Operating costs a ... 6,700,000,000 $10,000,000,000 


Ice-cream, confectionery, chewing-gum, and soft drinks .. 

Vacations, travel, and day-trips . 

Tobacco . 

Theatres and movies . 

Golf, baseball, boating, etc.. 

Jewelry, cosmetics, etc. 

Sporting goods, toys, etc. 

Radios . 

Building construction . 

New dwelling-houses and repairs . $3,000,000,000 

Dwelling-house maintenance 

Interest at 6 per cent .... $4,000,000,000 

Taxes and assessments .... 1,700,000,000 

Administration and miscel¬ 


laneous . 600,000,000 

Obsolescence ^ . 700,000,000 7,000,000,000 i 10,000,000,000 


2,500,000,000 6 

2,000,000,000 c 

1,500,000,000 d 
1 , 200 , 000,000 h 

1,000,000,000 C 
800,000,000 
500,000,000 
500,000,000 e 

$20,000,000,000 
5,000,000,000 / 


Percentage of Total National Income Devoted to Certain Expenditures 

Per cent 

Total income of people of United States in 1928 .. $89,000,000,000 100.0 

Major luxuries (as above) . 20,000,000,000 22.4 

Building construction . 5,000,000,000 5.6 

New dwelling-houses and repairs and dwelling- 
house maintenance . 10,000,000,000 11.2 

(a) Includes interest on investment, insurance, chauffeurs’ salaries, and all 
other operating costs, except depreciation (assumed to be covered by cost of 
new cars); does not include cost of roads. 

(b) Based partly on information secured by correspondence and partly on 
estimates. 

(c) Arbitrary estimate. 

(d) Dushkind, Charles, “The Tobacco Manual” (Tobacco Merchants Asso¬ 
ciation of the United States, New York, 1926), p. 26. 

(e) Based on United States Department of Commerce data. 

(f) Estimated from Census data. 

(g) Based on estimate of $70,000,000,000 as the value of such property in 
1930 (see Table 1, p. 11). 

(h) Not including depreciation, assumed to be taken care of in the amount 
expended for new houses. 

(i) In comparing this figure with the estimate of $11,000,000,000 as the cost 
of shelter in Table 3, it should be remembered that the latter figure includes 
interest and taxes on the value of land and the cost of repairs, which are 
excluded here. 
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that for “ luxuries.” It is often asserted that large portions of 
our people cannot alford adequate housing. This statement 
will be further discussed in other sections of the book, but at 
this point a question with important social implications may 
be raised. The usual solution proffered for the impasse is the 
use of public funds for furnishing housing to these people. But 
is the proposal really to buy houses or to buy automobiles ? 

Another approach to the question of annual expenditures in 
the United States is the distribution of the total expenditures 
of the people of the United States in selected recent years. Such 
a distribution, compiled by The Business Week, is presented in 
Table 5. It deals with total expenditures rather than with the 
total national income, so that the ratio of housing to total natu¬ 
rally differs from that already given in Table 4. Moreover, the 
cost of housing as here reported included the cost of house fur¬ 
nishings, fuel, electricity, servants’ wages, and various other 
items, and not merely economic rent. Nevertheless, Table 5 
also indicates the importance of the cost of shelter in the na¬ 
tional economy, placing it second only to that of food. 

Table 5 suggests another thought. For several years prior 
to 1930 the total expenditures of the people of the United 
States considerably exceeded the total national income; this is 
largely explained by heavy purchases on the instalment plan 
and by other forms of borrowing to finance purchases. Such a 
condition cannot of course continue for any length of time. In 
our complex economic organism, each worker performs only a 
minute part in the work of production and distribution. In a 
primitive country, or, less apparently, the developed nation, 
consumption cannot long exceed production. If it does, the 
primitive family hungers and dies; the modern economic struc¬ 
ture disintegrates, collapses perhaps, along with the social and 
physical well-being of its people. The difference between the two 
is that the cooperative labor of the modern state serves as a 
leveler. It spreads among its people the group benefits from 
time averages, production averages, and place averages — an 
economic process in which improvement is sorely needed. If in 
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TABLE 6 

Distribution op Total Value op Goods and Services Bought, Di¬ 
rect Taxes Paid, and Savings by Individuals in the 
United States in Selected Years® 


(Millions of dollars) 



1919 

1921 

1927 

1929 

19S0 

Food . 

21,495 

18,036 

23,194 

24,392 

21,712 

Housing** . 

12,757 

12,948 

17,229 

18,337 

16,178 

Wearing-apparel . . . 

9,577 

7,923 

9,277 

9,313 

8,044 

Transportation .... 

6,998 

7,110 

12,281 

13,816 

12,360 

Personal . 

6,933 

6,610 

9,390 

10,497 

8,903 

Savings . 

6,042 

5,371 

10,054 

12,643 

7,892 

Recreation . 

1,754 

1,750 

4,161 

5,250 

4,171 

Health . 

1,896 

2,104 

3,286 

3,776 

3,330 

Direct taxes'^ . 

2,364 

2,033 

2,448 

2,685 

2,467 

Education . 

1,352 

1,251 

2,051 

2,308 

1,994 

Social activities .... 

1,140 

1,224 

1,735 

2,030 

1,874 

Civil . 

594 

640 

972 

1,155 

1,203 


72,902 

67,000 

96,068 

106,101 

90,118 


Percentages 




Food. 

29.5 

26.9 

24.2 

22.9 

24.1 

Housing . 

17.5 

19.3 

17.9 

17.2 

18.0 

Wearing-apparel . .. 

13.1 

11.9 

9.7 

8.8 

8.9 

Transportation .... 

9.6 

10.6 

12.8 

13.0 

13.7 

Personal . 

9.5 

9.9 

9.8 

9.9 

9.9 

Savings. 

8.3 

8.0 

10.5 

11.9 

8.8 

Recreation . 

2.4 

2.6 

4.3 

6.0 

4.6 

Health . 

2.6 

3.1 

3.4 

3.6 

3.7 

Direct taxes ^ . 

3.2 

3.0 

2.5 

2.6 

2.7 

Education . 

1.9 

1.9 

2.1 

2.2 

2.2 

Social activities . .. . 

1.6 

1.8 

1.8 

1.9 

2.1 

Civil . 

0.8 

1.0 

1.0 

1.1 

1.3 


100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 


(а) From The Business Week, “ The American Consumer Market ” (Mc¬ 
Graw-Hill Publishing Co., Inc., New York, 1982), Table 1. This is not a distri¬ 
bution of the income of individuals but of their expenditures (approximate) and 
savings. These exceed the income partly because purchases on instalment plans 
or other forms of credit are included and partly for other reasons. 

(б) Includes the cost of fuel and electricity, furnishings, servants’ wages, 
and other items, not merely the cost of shelter (economic rent) as given in 
Table 3, p. 25. 

(a) Not paid in connection with any other expenditure. 
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time of prosperity modem society could store up its needs for 
those of adversity, much waste and many economic ills would be 
avoided. The tendency of post-War Europe and America seems 
rather to have been to drink too fully from the springs of plenty 
with no thought for the morrow. In the life of the individual, 
excess of expenditure over income quickly destroys solvency. In 
the life of a nation, great complexities of social and political 
structure and policy becloud the results of its annual economy, 
the trends of which are difficult to see clearly. But a nation is 
not exempt from a day of reckoning; the same factors of income 
and outgo that affect the economic position of the individual 
also affect that of the nation. 

Search in economic publications has failed to reveal distribu¬ 
tions for other countries similar to that just given. One such dis¬ 
tribution of income of the people of Great Britain in 1881 
placed the percentage outlay for house rent at 8.8, but a con¬ 
siderable part of the item of taxes, which was credited with 5A 
per cent, should, it seems, have been added to it. Another esti¬ 
mate, by Sir Robert Giffen in 1903,®“ placed house rent ex¬ 
penditure at 10.5 per cent of the total national per-capita 
expenditure. These calculations imply that the national per- 
capita expenditure for this purpose in Great Britain was rela¬ 
tively less than that in the United States as stated above. 

The proportion of the national income devoted to shelter 
naturally varies in different lands, and is more or less directly 
dependent on the general economic status of the people con¬ 
cerned. In countries like India and China, the proportion of 
national income expended for food is very much higher than in 
countries like the United States, Canada, Great Britain, and 
Germany. An increased ratio devoted to food is ordinarily ac¬ 
companied by a lower one for shelter, although it is in many 
cases compensated by decreased expenditures for miscellaneous 
items. 

Contemporary European statistics are beclouded by the 

29 Levi, Leoni, quoted in MulhaU, Michael G., “ Dictionary of Statistics ” 
(George Eoutledge and Sons, Ltd., London, 1899), p. 369. 

30 “The Wealth of the Empire, and How It Should Be Used” (Journal of 
the Royal Statistical Society, September, 1903, pp. 694-696). 



32 THE EVOLVING HOUSE 

greater or less degree of government participation in housing.®^ 
It is commonly said that taxes in Europe are far in excess of 
those in the United States. A considerable but not readily as¬ 
certainable proportion of these taxes in recent years has been 
directed to government participation in the provision of shelter. 
If this allotment could be added to the direct expenditures for 
housing, it is likely that the national annual expenditure for 
housing in economically advanced European countries would 
be a large item, second only to that for food, although perhaps 
not equaling that in the United States. No country is yet so civi¬ 
lized that food does not dominate the annual expenditure; but 
the chief nations of Europe have progressed far beyond the 
primitive condition where starvation is just over the horizon, 
so that their expenditure for shelter comes to occupy a strong 
second position. It is conceivable that future economic develop¬ 
ment may render relatively unimportant the pursuit of food, 
shelter and clothing. But that time seems remote, and it suffices 
for our purpose to be able to affirm that in nations of advanced 
economic status shelter is definitely the second item of expendi¬ 
ture in the national budget, as its value is in capital assets. 

SHELTER AS RELATED TO THE FAMILY BUDGET 

In concluding the discussion of the economic importance of 
shelter, we must anticipate that of family budgets, reserved for 
Chapter III. While the percentages previously given for the 
annual cost of shelter compared with the national income 
closely reflect the relation of that cost to family income, the 
connection in the latter case is somewhat different. Family ex¬ 
penditures take no account of national savings in the form of 
additions to plant and to working capital by business organiza¬ 
tions. Moreover, most discussions of family budgets deal with 
annual expenditures and disregard the item of individual sav¬ 
ings. The cost of shelter thus represents a considerably higher 
proportion of family than of national expenditure. In countries 
like the United States, Great Britain, and Germany, shelter, 

81 Government aid is further discussed in Chapter XI. 
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about one-eighth of the national annual expenditure, ordinarily 
represents from one-sixth to one-fifth of the annual family bud¬ 
get. In newly or partially developed countries like Canada and 
Australia, it tends to run somewhat higher until a condition of 
economic maturity is attained. In countries such as those of the 
Orient, where a large part of the family income is of necessity 
devoted to providing food, and where shelter is of a primitive 
character, the housing cost ordinarily represents a much 
smaller proportion of the family outlay — sometimes less than 
10 per cent.®^ 

According to the International Labour Office, the propor¬ 
tions of family expenditure devoted to rent in several European 


countries just before the War 

Per cent 

were as follows: ®® 

Per cent 

Poland . 

.. 18.1 

Norway. 

. 15.7 

Germany .... 

. . 18.0 

Denmark. 

. 14.2 

Hungary .. . . 

. . 18.0 

Sweden . 

. 11.9 

Great Britain 

.. 16.0 

Finland . 

. 11.8 

Austria . 

. . 14.6 

Italy . 

. 11.4 

F ranee . 

.. 12.0 

Switzerland . .. 

. 10.4 


Owing to the fact that in many European countries the family 
outlay for rent has been reduced because of government sub¬ 
ventions to housing in one form or another, these percentages 
have in some instances been sharply reduced, but if to the actual 
outlay made by the family there be added the cost of such 
governmental aid, the relative cost of shelter in the family 
budget will be fully as large as in the pre-War period, and in 
some cases even larger. 

It appears, then, that the cost of shelter represents 10 per 
cent or even less of the family budget in countries of a compara¬ 
tively primitive status and ranges from that up to 15 per cent 
or 20 per cent in the case of developed industrial countries, 

32 In Japan, which is sharply distinguished from most Oriental countries, 
the relative importance of shelter in family economics is only slightly less than 
that in the industrialized countries of the Occident. 

33 ILO, "European Housing Problems since the War” (Geneva, 1924), 

p. 30. 
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with, a somewhat higher percentage in the case of a few coun¬ 
tries which, though modem in their civiHzation, have not yet 
reached their full development. 

From the facts here presented certain broad generalizations 
for economically advanced countries may be drawn: shelter is 
the second item in the national wealth, and its importance tends 
to increase; it ranks second only to food cost in the national 
annual expenditure, and it forms an important element in the 
family budget. 

May we not expect that the provision of housing in the mod¬ 
ern state shall be comparable in efficiency to that of other im¬ 
portant requirements ? Regarding the housing industry as vital 
to the national welfare, may we not demand that it be well or¬ 
ganized and its strength preserved? As the following chapters 
will show, the answer to these questions is “ yes,” but our de¬ 
mands have not been met. 

That this industry is out of joint is evident from the many 
politico-economic experiments that have been made with it, and 
that are so familiar to all of us today. Shelter is obviously a 
form of basic wealth for any social group, whatever its size or 
location, and whether it be conducted under the principle of in¬ 
dividual or of common ownership. The sum total of a nation’s 
housing is an essential part of its total wealth, whether viewed 
as a capital asset or as a consumable item (“ rent ”) in the na¬ 
tion’s budget. A people without land to use or live upon is an 
impossibility, and one without shelter is unknown to economics. 
A people can live without the radio, the telephone, motor-cars, 
diamonds, and railways, but clearly not without land and food 
and shelter. Such elements form the very foundation of any eco¬ 
nomic structure; this being so, they should fit completely into 
the social and politico-economic policies of a people regardless 
of what those policies may be. Otherwise the economic structure 
will be undermined and threatened with destruction; for that 
structure is based on principles similar to those controlling 
other material forms: the machine, the plant, the industry, the 
state. 
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It is by no means improbable that eventually the basic neces¬ 
saries of life, including housing, will become available to every¬ 
one through the better functioning of community life. But 
means to this end have still to be evolved; they are not available 
today even in communistic Russia, where economic equality 
amounts to a rehgious principle. 

Integrity and harmony are just as vital in the economic 
structure as in the physical or social one — just as vital as in 
the working of a crew or the framework of a legal code. The 
provision of housing is one of the chief activities of human so¬ 
ciety. Its position in the group economy should be consistent 
and harmonious with other similar activities. Everyone, regard¬ 
less of the amount of his personal property and income, has a 
vital and personal interest in the methods by which the housing 
industry is conducted, and in the place of shelter in the group 
economy. 



CHAPTER II 


The Present-Day House 


B efore setting out on our study of the economic 
questions confronting the house of today, it will be 
desirable to see what it is like. To develop a composite 
picture for the whole world or even for the United 
States, with the dwelling-house’s bewildering multi¬ 
plicity and variety, is manifestly impossible. The best that may 
be done is to present a descriptive statement of the extent to 
which the typical dwelling in representative nations has become 
modified by the inclusion of new equipment and facilities. 

There is no necessity to recapitulate in this place the story of 
evolution told in Volume I, “ The History of the Home.” There 
we found that the house, originally merely a shelter of one room, 
has through subdivision and inclusion of accessories and the 
growth of social customs become a complex mechanism in which 
the original function of shelter has been overshadowed by the 
conveniences and luxuries that have come to be regarded as es¬ 
sential. Its development is like a rapidly moving motion-picture 
film daily recording new problems and new solutions in housing; 
but we may profitably concentrate on a “ still ” photograph. 

The complex factors which in all places condition the homes 
of today may be recalled. The house best suited to the semi- 
tropical climate of Florida, Spain, or Southern California will 
hardly suit the dweller in Minnesota or Norway. The building 
structure indigenous to the wooded regions of our own northeast¬ 
ern and northwestern coasts and southern conifered lands does 
not rise naturally on the brick-clay soils of the deforested regions 
or the adobe deserts of the Southwest. The customs of life in Eu- 
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rope and the United States are different; even more do both dif¬ 
fer from those of India and Japan. Within a single country ge- 
ography and materials may cause wide variation in the natural 
development of the plan, structure, and finish of a house; these 
are even more influenced, if not controlled, by the conditions of 
urban, suburban, or rural, of industrial or agricultural life. 
The city or suburban home commands useful public services, 
but is subject to concomitant restrictions; community life is 
continually changing physical requirements and demanding 
additional labor-saving and socially valued accessories, as well 
as features of pure comfort. The life of the farm and of distant 
regions, on the other hand, perpetuates housing of a more 
primitive character. That of the cotton-growing millions of 
the South, of the Spanish-Americans and Indians of the South¬ 
west, and of the rock-soil farmers of the Northeast has come 
down through three generations. But even these homes are being 
transformed and freed from isolation by the motor-car and the 
telephone, the radio and the newspaper. 

One specific social factor which is modifying the home of the 
Western world is reduction of the size of the family — a tend¬ 
ency that has been manifest in advanced nations during the 
past fifty or one hundred years. The decrease in the average 
size of families for certain countries over several decades is in¬ 
dicated in Chart 10, which also shows the number of persons per 
dwelling.’^ A similar reduction is to be found in other nations. 
The result inevitably affects at least the size of the home. 

A related factor, and one of greater significance, is that of 
urbanization. This has appeared again and again in history at 
definite points in the development of civilizations. It has been 
marked in America since the beginning of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury; abroad, the Industrial Revolution enormously acceler¬ 
ated the massing of European populations and stimulated the 
growth of cities. Urbanization involves public services and wel¬ 
fare and health regulations; it modifies the character of the ru- 

1 For the significance of the Census terms “ family ” and “ dwelling ” see 
p. 14, reference 11. 
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ral home, while specially developing the large apartment build¬ 
ing. This tendency toward multi-family dwellings is typical of 
all urbanization in the past as well as the present. The rise 
of urban land values primarily demands economy in the use of 
living space, and modern machinery makes practicable the de¬ 
velopment of ten- to twenty-storied apartments on a scale im¬ 
practicable in ancient Rome. Though group life inevitably 
results in social abuses, it accelerates evolution through in¬ 
creased opportunity for cooperation and the need of functional 
subdivision of labor. 

The rapid rise of Babylon to political preeminence and fabu¬ 
lous wealth exemplifies this truth, as do the commanding impor¬ 
tance of the Greek city-states, with their swiftly flowering 
civilization, and the imperial power of Rome. For hundreds of 
years the Teutons and the Goths moved westward through the 
forests of Europe, changing their abodes but not their man¬ 
ners, yet when settled in the half-ruined but compact Roman 
cities they began to develop a genuine culture. Again, the Han¬ 
seatic cities contributed immensely to the trade and culture of 
Northern Europe, and the Italian cities contained and ex¬ 
pressed the glorious values of the Renaissance. Bearing these 
instances in mind, we may associate with the word “ urbaniza¬ 
tion ” not merely congestion, slums, traffic problems, and dis¬ 
ease, but cultural advance, organized living, and enhanced 
social values. 

Cities are but a congeries of homes, buildings for housing the 
people, in both their private and group life: the factory, the 
home of industry; the office building, that of commerce. In 
the church, the school, the library, the theater, the assembly 
haU the city-dweller develops his social contacts and his intel¬ 
lectual and spiritual powers. The economic strength of this con¬ 
geries lies in its houses, factories, and office buildings, and the 
supplementary forms of capital wealth which these represent. 
Community government must control and foster these basic ele¬ 
ments for community good; thus will it best provide for the 
daily sustenance of its people and for sound growth. Public 
services include not only water supplies, sewage disposal, and 



CHART 10 


NUMBER OF PERSONS PER FAMILY AND PER DWELLING IN THE UNITED 
STATES,CANADA, AND ENGLAND AND WALES IN VARIOUS YEARS 


charted from Census data 
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sanitary and building regulations, but also libraries and schools 
for intellectual advancement, and parks and playgrounds for 
recreation. 

As a direct result of urbanization and its acceleration of 
evolution, appurtenances and comforts of the urban home con¬ 
tinually increase. The public services and the laws regulating 
their use — and building codes as well — are unfortunately the 
result rather than the cause of the rapid growth of city life. 
The waste of obsolescence is great, and bad social conditions 
continually develop; yet these very evils provide opportunity 
for the city planner, the community engineer, and the architect. 

In our Western civilization urbanization has been steady. In 
some older nations, notably Great Britain, it has been in opera¬ 
tion so long that a large majority of the population is included. 
It has met recent resistance from the advocates of decentraliza¬ 
tion, who, however, have as yet been unable to stem the tide. 
Belgium and the Netherlands are noted for a high degree of ur¬ 
banization. Even in newer countries such as the United States 
and Canada the trend is equally marked, and if continued will 
in the not distant future result in as high a degree of urbaniza¬ 
tion as has been reached in some older nations. The trend for 
several countries is indicated by Chart 11; a similar process is 
under way in numerous others, as reported in recent census sur¬ 
veys (see Table 6) 

2 It will be observed that for census purposes the term urban ” includes 
communities of much smaller size than the word ordinarily suggests; in nearly 
all highly urbanized countries, however, a substantial proportion of the popu¬ 
lation is in large cities. In the United States in 1930, for example, approxi¬ 
mately 30 per cent of the population was in ninety-three cities each having 
a population of 100,000 or more; nearly one-sixth was included in the twelve 
largest cities. 

The proportions of total population included in cities of 100,000 or more 
in several leading countries are as follows: 



Year 

Per cent {approximate) 

Great Britain . 

. 1931 

60.0 

United States . 

. 1930 

29.6 

Germany . 

. 1925 

26.7 

Canada . 

. 1930 

23.3 

France . 

. 1930 

20.1 

Japan . 

. 1930 

16.9 

Italy . 

. 1930 

17.5 

India. 

. 1931 

3.2 
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PERCCNTA6ES OFURBAM POPULATION 
IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES-IN VARIOUS YEARS 
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TABLE 6 

Urban Population of Selected Countries in Kecent Years “ 




Percentage of 

Minimum 



population 

population 



classed 

of urban 

Country 

Date 

as urban 

areas 

Netherlands . 

.. 1920 

96.0 

2,000 

England and Wales .. . 

.. 1931 

80.0 

-.. h 

Italy . .. 

.. 1921 

79 . 0 ® 

3,000 

Belgium . 

.. 1920 

78.0 

2,000 

Germany . 

.. 1925 

64.4 

2,000 

Australia . 

. . 1921 

62.1 

3,000 

United States ^ . 

. . 1930 

56.2 

2,500 

Canada ® . 

. . 1931 

53.7 

1,000 

New Zealand . 

. . 1926 

51.6 

2,500 

Chile . 

.. 1930 

49.4 

1,000 

France .. 

. . 1926 

49.0 

2,000 

Czecho-Slovakia . 

. . 1930 

47.8 

2,000 

Cuba . 

. . 1919 

44.7 

1,000 

Denmark . 

. , 1930 

44.0 

/ 

Norway . 

. . 1930 

28.4 

-. £f 

Mexico . 

. . 1921 

25.0 

4,000 

Brazil. 

. . 1920 

15.6 

h 

India . 

. . 1921 

10.2 

1) 


(а) United States Department of Commerce (hereafter USDC), ‘‘Com¬ 
merce Year Book” (Government Printing Office [hereafter GPO], Washington, 
1931, VoL II). 

(б) Not stated. 

(c) Approximate. 

(d) Statistical Abstract, 1932, p, 46. 

\e) Dominion Bureau of Statistics, “Seventh Census of Canada, 1931,” 
Bulletin XX (F. W. Acland, Ottawa, 1932), p. 6. 

(/) All towns and cities. 

(g) All incorporated cities. 


TYPE OP DWELLING 

So far as urbanization is an expression of the gregarious in¬ 
stinct, it naturally results in the multi-family dwelling; this 
instinct is reinforced by the economic pressure of urban life 
when a substantial proportion of the total population is in large 
cities. The apartment-house was known in Home; tenement 
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structures of Europe date back at least to the Middle Ages; 
many European countries today favor them over the single¬ 
family house. 

- CHART IZ - 

PERCENTAGES 0FFAMILIE5, BYTYPES OF DWELLING,PROVIDED FOR BY NEW 
CONSTRUCTION IN 257 CITIES OF THE UNITED STATES IN 1921 AND 1932 


Charted from United States Bureau of Labor Statistics data 



All this is likely to be overlooked by the American, for whom 
the single-family dwelling has long been the social ideal. It has 
been and still is the predominating type in this country, and 
houses fully three-quarters of the population. In the past thirty 
years, however, and especially since the World War, there has 
been a marked trend in urban and suburban communities to- 
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ward the multi-family dwelling; in many cities a majority of 
families provided with new housing has been sheltered in such 
dwellings. This is clearly brought out by Table 7, compiled by 
the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics and based upon 
building-permit data for ^57 American cities; the data are 
shown graphically in Chart 1^. The figures, as stated, are for 
cities, and do not represent conditions for the country as a 
whole; they are for new construction only, undertaken or 
projected. 

TABLE 7 

Percentage of Families Provided for in Different Types of 
New Dwellings Projected in the Same 2S7 Cities of 
THE United States, 1921—1932® 




Type of Dwelling 


Year 

One-family 

Two^family Multi-f amily 

1921 

58.3 

17.3 

24.4 

1922 

47.5 

21.3 

31.2 

1923 

45.8 

21.2 

33.0 

1924 

47.6 

21.5 

30.9 

1925 

46.0 

17.5 

36.4 

1926 

40.7 

13.9 

45.4 

1927 

38.3 

13.4 

,48.3 

1928 

35,2 

11.1 

53.7 

1929 

40.2 

11.4 

48.6 

1930 

45.7 

12.1 

42.2 

1931 

49.2 

11.5 

39.3 

1932 

71.3 

12.4 

16.3 

True averages 

44.3 

16.5 

39.2 

{a) USBLS, “ 

Monthly Labor Review” (GPO, Washington, 

April, 1933), 

p. 846. 




No corresponding statistics for farm and rural houses have 
been collected by the Government. For these, embracing ap¬ 
proximately 44 per cent of the total population in 1930, the 

single-family dwelling is the predominant type. 

More than 


80 per cent of our two-family dwellings are found in urban com¬ 
munities; for farm and rural sections multi-family dwellings 
may be left out of consideration. 
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In 1930, for the first time, the Census classified families in 
the United States by the type of dwelling occupied, i.e., single¬ 
family, two-family, and multi-family. The percentage distribu¬ 
tion is as follows: 


In single-family dwellings . 76.3 

In two-family dwellings . 11.6 

In multi-family dwellings . 12.1 


100.0 

Table 8 gives the number of families and the number of dwell¬ 
ings, thus classified, for urban and for rural sections.® A per¬ 
centage distribution of families by type of dwelling occupied 
and by type of community is shown in Chart 13. 

The proportion of the population hving in single-family 
dwellings is doubtless somewhat higher than the proportion of 
families, the average number of persons per single-family dwell¬ 
ing being larger than the average number per apartment; in 
any case, less than one-eighth of the total population in 1930 
was housed in multi-family structures. However, the data pre¬ 
sented show a decided trend toward that type of dwelling in 
urban communities, which today include well over one-half of 
the country’s population. During very recent years, it is true, 
there has been a marked increase in the proportion of single¬ 
family dwellings in new construction. While this may mark the 
beginning of a permanent change, the decrease in apartment- 
house construction is probably due to the economic depression, 
which has made the financing of such structures almost im¬ 
possible. 

The United States Bureau of Labor Statistics has noted that 
if the apartment-house movement continues a majority of the 
population of many cities will soon be housed in multi-family 
structures.^ This development has many important social con- 

3 The total number of occupied dwellings, by principal type, for each state 
will be found in the Appendix, p. 623. 

4 While multi-family dwellings are found in nearly all large cities, certain 
communities are noted for exceptionally high percentages of such structures. 
The outstanding example in the United States is, of course. New York City, 
especially the Borough of Manhattan, where in several recent years 99.9 per 
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TABLE 8 

Number of Occupied Dwellings and of Families^ by Type of 
Dwelling^ in the United States in 1930 ^ 


Dwellings Families 


Area and class 
of dwelling 

Number 

Per cent 

Number 

Per cent 

Total . 

. 25,204,976 

100.0 

29,904,663 

100.0 

1-family. 

. 22,833,110 

90.6 

22,833,110 

76.4 

2-family. 

1,728,087 

6.9 

3,456,174 

11.6 

3-or-more-family. 

643,779 

2.6 

3,615,379 

12.1 

Urban .. 

. 13,046,699 

100.0 

17,372,524 

100.0 

l-family. 

. 11,001,861 

84.3 

11,001,861 

63.3 

2-family. 

1,430,570 

11.0 

2,861,140 

16.5 

3-or-more-family. 

614,268 

4.7 

3,509,523 

20.2 

Rural . 

. 12,168,277 

100.0 

12,532,139 

100.0 

l-family . 

. 11,831,249 

97.3 

11,831,249 

94.4 

2-fainily. 

297,517 

2.4 

695,034 

4.7 

3“Or-inore-family . . .. , 

29,611 

0.2 

105,856 

0.8 


(a) United States Census (hereafter USC), ‘^Population Bulletin, Fami¬ 
lies, 1930” (GPO, Washington, 1933), Table 13. The percentages here given 
have been computed on the basis of the number of private families (29,904,- 
663), thus excluding approximately 75,000 institutional and other quasi-family 
groups. 

Census Note. It has been found difficult in some cases, particularly in cities 
where the houses are built in solid blocks, to make this classification. The enu¬ 
merators were instructed to return as one dwelling a two-family house with 
one apartment above the other, even though there was a separate front door 
for each apartment. On the other hand, where two families occupied parts of a 
building separated by a solid wall rxmning up through the building, each part 
was counted as a dwelling, and likewise each “ house ” in a section of “ row ” 
houses. 


cent of new dwelling-house construction has been of the multi-family type. 
Other cities noted for a large number of such dwellings are Boston, Cleveland, 
Detroit, Chicago, and St, Louis; more than one-third of all multi-family dwell¬ 
ings in the United States are in these six cities. In Philadelphia the apartment 
has thus far been relatively unpopidar. 

Two-family dwellings constitute a substantial proportion of the housing 
of Greater New York, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Milwaukee, and St. Louis. 
In Greater New York in 1930 there were 136,568 dwellings of this type as 
against 294,037 one-family dwellings. In Chicago in the same year there were 
116,340 two-family as against 209,685 single-family houses. In Los Angeles, 
on the other hand, there were only about 11,305 two-family as compared with 
282,382 single-family dwellings. In Philadelphia, of nearly 400,000 dwellings 
only 24,400 were of the two-family type. This low figure is partly explained by 
the large number of “row” houses in Philadelphia, which have some charac¬ 
teristics of the two-family dwelling. 















CHART 13 


PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES IN THE UNITED STATES 
BY TYPE OF DWELLING OCCUPIED AND BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY-'1930 
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sequences, the Bureau has contended, particularly a smaller 
proportion of home owners, “ which means less settled com¬ 
munities, for people who own their homes move less frequently 
than people who live in rented dwellings.” It further prophesies 
that the trend will affect building-trade workers, resulting in 
the employment of fewer carpenters and possibly fewer brick¬ 
layers, while giving increased employment to trades not ordi¬ 
narily engaged in the construction of single-family dwellings. 

Various factors, such as the difficulty and expense of secur¬ 
ing servants, the greater ease of housekeeping, and the elimina¬ 
tion or simplification of the heating problem have been pre¬ 
sented as explaining this movement; in addition there is the 
economic factor. The rapid increase in the construction of 
multi-family dwellings has often been ascribed to high land 
costs which place the single-family home out of the reach of a 
large proportion of families.® One writer has contended that the 
well-planned modern apartment building is “ the only form of 
housing that has yet been developed which effects any reason¬ 
able economies by wholesale production,” and that “ some au¬ 
thorities on housing believe . . . that this type of building 
offers the best opportunity for improved housing at lower cost, 
in suburbs and small towns, as well as in the cities.” ® 

The figures in Table 7 indicate a distinct trend away from the 
single-family house in many urban communities. In others there 
is a fairly definite movement from the two-family toward the 
single-family dwelhng. The Committee on Types of Dwellings 
of the President’s Conference on Home Building and Home 
Ownership reported that the two-family dwelling was not so 
popular as it was some years ago, despite its appearance in a 
new form in certain cities, notably Boston and Buffalo. 

In Chapter I the value of all homes in the United States was 

« For a careful study of this subject see Woodbury, Coleman, “ Apartment 
House Increases and Attitudes toward Home Ownership ” (The Institute for 
Economic Research, Chicago, 1931). 

6 Holden, Thomas S., Vice-President of the F. W. Dodge Corporation, 
Budding and I^oan Annals ” (United States Building and Loan League, 
Chicago, 1930), p. 36. 
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estimated at $70,000,000,000; including land, that value is 
about $90,000,000,000. In Table 9 an attempt is made to dis¬ 
tribute this total by principal types of home; its distribution 
by type of dwelling and by type of community is the aim of 
Chart 14. 

In Canada there is a similar movement toward apartment- 
houses, but it is not so defined; the single-family dwelling is the 

TABLE 9 

Estimated Value of the Homes of the United States in 1930, by 
Principal Types of Dwelling® 


Type of Home Number Per cent Estimated value Per cent 

Single-family 

Urban . 11,000,000 36.8 $50,800,000,000 66.4 

Rural . 6,100,000 17.1 11,350,000,000 12.6 

Farm. 6,700,000 22.4 8,000,000,000 8.9 

Two-family 

Urban . 2,900,000 9.7 6,700,000,000 7.5 

Rural . 600,000 2.0 820,000,000 0.9 

Multi-family 

Urban . 3,500,000 11.7 12,250,000,000 13.6 

Rural. 100,000 0.3 80,000,000 0.1 


29,900,000 100.0 $90,000,000,000 100.0 

(o) Por a more detailed estimate see Appendix, p. 626. 

predominating type. In 1921, of 1,764,129 dwellings in the 
Dominion 1,497,305, or 85 per cent, were single houses, even 
excluding 76,471 row or terrace houses which represented 4.3 
per cent of the total; less than S per cent were apartments. 
Even in cities, less than 4 per cent of residential dwellings were 
of the multi-family type; it is expected that the Census for 
1931 will show an increase in this type of housing. 

In Great Britain the single-family dwelling (not as a rule a 
detached structure) has long been and still is the prevailing 
type. In England and Wales well over 90 per cent of the popu¬ 
lation was housed in such dwellings before the World War, 
and this proportion has increased as a result of post-War 
construction. The apartment-house has until recently been dis- 
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tinctly unpopular in England and Wales; according to one 
authority,'^ it housed less than 3 per cent of the population in 
19^1. In the last few years such construction has shown an 
increase, but not enough materially to affect average condi¬ 
tions. In Scotland a considerable proportion of the urban 
population is housed in tenements and apartments. 

Most of the countries on the western fringe of continental 
Europe favor the single-family or two-family dwelling. The 
former prevails in France, Belgium, and the Netherlands, and 
is common in Denmark. But in all these countries the multi¬ 
family dwelling is commonly found in cities, and in none does 
the single-family dwelling predominate as it does in England 
and Wales. A good many low-income Belgian families have for 
many years been housed in apartments, but a pre-War trend 
toward single-family dwellings has strengthened since the Ar¬ 
mistice. A feature of Danish post-War construction is an in¬ 
crease in the number of two-family houses, one dwelling being 
occupied by the owner. 

In Central Europe, on the other hand, the apartment is the 
characteristic type of dwelling in Germany, Austria, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Italy, and in urban communities of 
Sweden and Norway. In Germany the multi-family dwelling 
prevails in the cities, but after the War there was a decided drift 
toward the single house ® in rural communities. Nevertheless, a 
large percentage of the total population is housed in multi¬ 
family dwellings. 

The trend in Germany is directed toward large blocks of 
apartment-houses of comparatively few stories, either with large 
interior courts or so arranged as to have an open rectangle pro¬ 
viding good light and space for lawns and gardens. In a num¬ 
ber of instances apartment-houses have been arranged in paral¬ 
lel rows so as to give the desired exposure to all apartments. 
The general effect is unsatisfactory, and it is more usual to 

7 Carr-Saunders, A. M,, and Jones, D, C., “ The Social Structure of Eng¬ 
land and Wales’^ (Oxford University Press, London, 1927), p, 16. 

8 This does not necessarily mean a detached house. 
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arrange the apartments in blocks with large central courts, or 
in U-shaped blocks with one end open. In some cases the houses 
in such blocks have been placed in a zigzag or saw-tooth design 
to secure more sunlight. 

Along with this development has come that of the construction 
of single-family dwellings. A large number of Siedlungen, or 
settlements providing for both single-family dwellings and 
apartments in the proportions suggested by the needs of the 
particular area, have been developed in German cities in recent 
years. Nearly 10 per cent of the population of the city of 
Frankfurt was rehoused in them between 1925 and 1930.® 

In Austria the apartment is distinctly characteristic of urban 
housing. Some of the post-War structures are very large, in¬ 
cluding more than 1000 dwellings as well as shops, drug-stores, 
doctors’ olEces, a kindergarten, and playrooms, while in the 
basement are steam laundries and communal baths.^® 

In India, the single-family dwelling, consisting of a single 
room, is to be found throughout the rural population, which 
comprises over 85 per cent of the total population; the single¬ 
family dwelling is also common in cities. 

NUMBER OP BOOMS 

With the increase in multi-family housing, and partly be¬ 
cause of it, has come in recent years a tendency, especially in 
the United States, toward a smaller number of rooms per 
family. One reason for this is the steady reduction in the average 
number of persons per family; another is the increase in the 
number of individuals, especially self-supporting women, who 
desire a separate home, often only a single room or one room 
and kitchenette. After the War this tendency was enhanced by 
the decided rise in building costs, which compelled many fami¬ 
lies to accept narrower quarters. 

Statistical evidence for the country at large is conflicting. 

9 This is discussed in greater detail under “Living Conditions” (p. 78). 

10 Chaddock, Robert E., “Housing in Vienna: A Socialistic Experiment” 
(The American Journal of Sociology, January, 1932, pp. 660-668). 
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A movement toward a smaller number of rooms is suggested by 
the cost-of-living studies of the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics for 1901 and 1918. The 1901 study, covering wage¬ 
earning groups, showed an average of 5.92 rooms per family 
owning its home and 4.73 rooms per family renting.^^ The 1918 
investigation did not discriminate between owned and rented 
homes, but showed an average of 5 rooms per family in houses 
and 4.5 rooms per family in apartments.^® On the other hand, a 
government authority states that with respect to small houses 
there has been little tendency since the War to reduce the num¬ 
ber of rooms, and that fewer three- and four-room houses of this 
class have been erected than before the War. 

In the case of apartments alone, there is definite evidence of 
a trend toward fewer rooms. In New York City, for example, 
the average number of rooms per mw apartment fell from 4.69 
in 1902 to 3.01 in 1932. By boroughs these averages in selected 
years were as follows: 







New York 


Manhattan 

Bronx 

Brooklyn 

Queens 

Richmond 

City 

1902 

4.71 

4.63 

4.66 

3.33 

5.33 

4.69 

1915 

4.42 

3.91 

3.96 

4.48 

4.31“ 

4.09 

1930 

3.79 

3.27 

3.20 

3.08 

3.03 

3.39 

1931 

2.90 

3.23 

3.14 

2.86 

3.06 

3.05 

1932 2.64 

(a) In 1910. 

3.33 

3.08 

2.83 

2.71 

3.01 


This tendency is shown still more clearly by comparing the 
numbers of one-room, two-room, and three-room apartments in 
new construction. The proportion of one-room apartments in 
New York City increased from less than 0.5 per cent in 1912— 

11 United States Department of Labor, “ 18th Annual Report of the Com¬ 
missioner of Labor” (GPO, Washington, 1904), p. 370. 

12 USBLS, “ Cost of Living in the United States ” (GPO, Washington, 
1924), p. 333. 

13 Taylor, James S., Chief, Division of Building and Housing, United 
States Department of Commerce. Address before the Homebuilders’ and Sub¬ 
dividers’ Division, National Association of Real Estate Boards, Boston, Massa¬ 
chusetts, June 26, 1929. 

1* Data furnished by Tenement House Department, Borough of Manhat¬ 
tan, New York City. 
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18 to 9.3 per cent in 1931; that for two-room apartments 
rose from less than 2 per cent in 1912-16 to 17 per cent in 
1932; at the same time the proportion of apartments with more 
than three rooms fell from nearly 80 to about 25 per cent.^® 
For the borough of Manhattan alone the increase in one-room 
and two-room apartments was even more striking. But these 
percentages, as stated, relate to new construction, and the aver¬ 
age number of rooms in all apartments is a good deal higher. 

The number of persons per suite in New York City has also 
fallen, as shown by the following comparison, which covers aU 
types of dwellings: 

Year Suites per 1000 population Persons per suite 


1913 

239 

4.18 

1915 

241 

4.14 

1920 

235 

4.25 

1925 

274 

3.65 

1929 

321 

3.12 


Not only has there been a trend toward fewer rooms, but the 
average size of rooms likewise seems to have lessened. 

Canada, on the other hand, is noted for its large houses. In 
1921, excluding the Yukon and the Northwest Territories, 
pioneering regions, 52 per cent of the dwelhngs had six rooms 
or more, and nearly 6 per cent had ten or more. Houses of four 
and five rooms comprised 25.5 per cent of the total; those of 
three rooms, two rooms, and one room, 7.88, 6.22, and 2.86 per 
cent respectively. The one-room houses, which in general are 
the dwellings of agricultural homesteaders, fell from 73,621 in 
1911 to 50,459 in 1921. The large number of rooms per house 
is the more surprising in view of the fact that the average num¬ 
ber of persons per household fell from 5.33 in 1881 to 4.63 in 
1921. 

Tendencies in post-War building in Europe have been dis- 

15 Furnished by Tenement House Department, City of New York; see the 
Appendix, p. 525. In 1918 not a single one-room apartment was erected in the 
entire city, 

15 State Board of Housing, New York, Legislative Document (1930) No. 
84, p, 56, 
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tinctly toward smaller dwellings. This may be explained by the 
factors previously mentioned, and perhaps even more directly 
by the relatively high cost of construction and the difficulty of 
raising capital on advantageous terms. There has, however, 
been an increase in the number of rooms. Five- or six-room cot¬ 
tages have been featured in most post-War British construc¬ 
tion, where four or five rooms were general before the War. 

In Germany before the War 53 per cent of the dwellings in 
large towns and 48 per cent of those in towns of medium size 
had from one to three rooms. From 1924 to 1927 there was a 
marked increase in larger dwellings, which in the principal 
towns represented nearly two-thirds of the total number of new 
houses. But since 1927 this trend has been reversed, the pro¬ 
portion of small dwellings rising from 34.2 per cent of new 
construction in that year to 57 per cent in 1931; medimn dwell¬ 
ings — those with four to six rooms — dropped from 62.6 to 
41.1 per cent; while the dwellings of more than six rooms fell 
from 3.2 to 1.9 per cent. These and intervening annual figures 
for a group of 96 cities are given in the following table: 



1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

Small (1—3 rooms) . 

. 34.2 

36.6 

43.0 

49.4 

57.0 

Medium (4—6 rooms) . 

. 62.6 

60.4 

53.8 

48.2 

41.1 

Large (over 6 rooms). 

. 3.2 

4.0 

3.2 

2.4 

1.9 


In Holland the proportion of all dwellings of three rooms or 
more, both new and old, has shown a marked increase, rising 
from 41 per cent in 1899 to 67 per cent in 1927.^® In Swit¬ 
zerland the small dwelling predominates, with the three-room 
type featuring the recent construction in cities. Figures for the 
entire country are not available. Of 3242 dwellings erected in 
the Canton of Zurich in 1929 one-half contained three rooms, 
991 had four, 219 had five, and 121 had six. There were 11 one- 
room and 283 two-room dwellings.^® 

The prevailing number of rooms per dwelling in several other 

17 ILO, “ Industrial and Labour Information,” March 21, 1932, p. 312. 

18 USDC, “ Housing in Holland under the Housing Act ” (Special Report). 

19 See pp. 80-82. 
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European countries is shown in Table 17, p. 80. It will be seen 
there that dwellings of only two rooms and even of one room 
are common in Austria, Poland, Sweden, and Finland. In Swe¬ 
den in 19S6, according to a survey by the Royal Social Board, 
slightly over one-half the dwellings in 53 towns and conmiunes, 
including Stockholm and Gothenburg, consisted of two rooms 
or less, counting the kitchen as a room. In few of these coun¬ 
tries have there been more rooms in the dwellings erected since 
the War. 


CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS 

While the number of rooms and the additions to accessory 
equipment keep pace with changing customs and environment, 
the choice of building materials is more or less governed by tra¬ 
dition. In the United States wooden frame is easily the pre¬ 
dominating type of construction. A survey by the United States 
Department of Commerce in 1928-25 indicated that about 
80 per cent of dwellings in communities of over 2500 popula¬ 
tion, and fully 90 per cent of those in smaller communities, were 
constructed of wood. In the state of Washington the proportion 
of wooden dwellings was 98 per cent, in Oregon 97 per cent, in 
Idaho and New Hampshire 95 per cent, and in seven other 
states 90 per cent or more. In a large number of states the pro¬ 
portion ranged from 80 to 90 per cent, and in only three cases 
did it fall below 55 per cent.^^ 

Statistics for individual cities show considerable differences. 
In Los Angeles virtually all the single and two-family houses 
are of frame construction. In Detroit, according to an estimate 
by the Department of Buildings and Safety Engineering, from 
65 to 75 per cent of the dwellings are of frame. In Philadelphia 
in 1928, on the other hand, of 415,045 dwellings only 9248, or 
less than 2.3 per cent, were wooden.^® “ Frame construction is 

20 “Domestic Market Possibilities for Sales of Paints and Varnishes” 
(GPO, Washington, 1926), pp. 18, 20, 

21 Viz,^ District of Columbia 20 per cent, Utah 15 per cent, and Arizona 
10 per cent. Percentages by states are given in the Appendix, p, 527, 

22 Newman, Bernard J., ** What the Rest of the Country Can Learn from 
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gradually disappearing in Philadelphia.” The same tendency 
is indicated in Washington, D. C. 

A survey by the Fidelity-Phenix Fire Insurance Company in 
193S covering 40 cities in the United States showed that 68 per 
cent of all buildings were of frame construction.^^ The percent¬ 
age for dwelling-houses alone would undoubtedly be higher, 
since many other types of building must be of fireproof con¬ 
struction. 

The number of frame buildings in 20 cities increased 26-5 
per cent during the decade 1920—30, according to a survey 
by the Continental Mortgage Guarantee Company of New 
York; non-frame structures in the same period increased 73.4 
per cent. While these percentages covered all classes of build¬ 
ings, the survey revealed a more extensive use of fire-resisting 
materials for dwellings. This is partly accounted for by the in¬ 
crease in apartment-house construction, since in many of the se¬ 
lected cities the use of wood for such structures is illegal. Up to 
the present a negligible number of single-family dwellings have 
been erected by new methods involving the use of steel and other 
materials in place of wood,^® though such schemes have had con¬ 
siderable publicity. 

While there have been few major changes in basic materials 
for dwelling-houses in this country, there has been considerable 
alteration in the kinds of lumber and other materials employed. 
In particular the use of gypsum products has shown a marked 
increase. Some of these changes are indicated by Table 10, con¬ 
sisting of index numbers compiled by the National Lumber 
Manufacturers Association. The figures relate to the produc¬ 
tion of these various materials and not to the quantities used in 
dwelling-house construction. 

Philadelphia,” in “Housing Problems in America” (National Housing Asso¬ 
ciation, New York, 1929), Vol. X, p. 40. 

23 Newman, Bernard J., “ Housing in Philadelphia ” (Annual Eeport, Phila¬ 
delphia Housing Association, 1929), p. 16. 

24 New York Times, Oct. 9, 1932. 

25 This matter will be referred to at more length in the third volume of this 
series. 
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One of the chief reasons for the use of wood is its relative 
cheapness; it is unreasonable to expect marked lessening in its 
employment for our dwellings until fireproof and other new 
materials approximate it in cost and efficiency. 

TABLE 10 


Index Ntimbees op Peodtjction of Vamotjs BurLDixo Matemals in the United 

States fboh 1923 to 1929 a 

(1919 = 100, unless otherwise indicated) 

1919 


Softwood lumber. 100 

Hardwood lumber. 100 

Oak flooring. 100 

Maple flooring. 100 

Wood shingles . 100 

Roofing tile <> . 100 

Prepared roofing. 100 

Building stone c . 100 

Common brick . 100 

Face brick . 100 

Sand-lime brick. 100 

Hollow building tile . 100 

Architectural terra cotta. 100 

Floor and wall tile. 100 

Portland cement c . 100 

Wood lath. 100 

Metal lath e ... 100 

Wall-plaster, wall-board, and floor 
compositions T . 100 

Gypsum c. lOO 

Gypsum plaster-board c . 100 ^ 

Gypsum wall-board c . 100 « 

Gypsum partition tile c. 100 ^ 

Fibre-board (Celotex)e. 100 P 


J9£3 

J9£3 

J!9£6 

I9£7 


J9£9 

113 

116 

111 

104 

103 

— 6 

88 

93 

91 

85 

81 

— 6 

298 

453 

475 

484 

438 

330 

117 

88 

96 

95 

78 

65 

82 

80 

65 

70 

61 

— 

246 

318 

434 

391 

373 

393 

122 

131 

128 

136 

146 

150 

207 

240 

262 

249 

246 

265 

153 

159 

158 

149 

136 

119 

244 

313 

308 

305 

305 

268 

145 

215 

225 

218 

213 

— 

162 

181 

176 

177 

171 

178 

215 

267 

254 

233 

236 

187 

184 

176 

212 

205 

228 

217 

170 

200 

204 

214 

218 

211 

193 

183 

179 

138 

110 


270 

422 

450 

— 

— 

— 

275 

338 

— 

812 

— 

259 

196 

235 

233 

221 

211 

207 

219 

354 

408 

796 

807 

756 

266 

570 

653 

559 

619 

706 

206 

377 

355 

354 

335 

340 

281 

1,125 

1,833 

2,917 

— 

— 


(а) Compiled by the National Lumber Manufacturers Association from 
use data and other sources. 

(б) The index for softwood lumber for 1929 was 107 and for hardwood 
lumber 98, but the Association states that the 1929 figures for lumber are not 
comparable with the other lumber percentages for 1926, 1927, and 1928, 
owing to the fact that the 1929 data are much more comprehensive. 

(c) From United States Bureau of Mines. 

(d) 1921 = 100. 

(e) These percentages are based on estimates by the Celotex and metal 
lath interests; they cannot be confirmed. 

(/) Value of products was reported every two years. 

(ff) 1922 = 100. 
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In Canada also frame construction predominates; but the 
proportion of houses so built declined from 80 per cent in 1891 
to 73 per cent in 1921, a lower ratio than that estimated for the 
United States. Nearly all construction other than wood was of 
brick, and the majority of the brick houses were situated in 
Ontario and Quebec. 

In the southern portion of Europe and in Great Britain the 
higher cost of lumber due to the depletion of the forests in many 
countries led centuries ago to a lessened use of wood, and other 
types of construction have largely replaced it. In Great Britain 
the frame dwelling, originally common, is now distinctly the 
exception, and brick has for several centuries been the predomi¬ 
nating material. Since the War only 10 or 12 per cent of the 
construction there has been of concrete. There has, however, 
been extensive experimentation with so-called “ alternate ” 
(other than brick) construction; “steel houses,” houses of 
cinder and concrete slabs, and even of timber have been erected, 
but with the exception of concrete most of the departures have 
failed to contribute substantially to the housing of the nation. 
In some cases the use of such new materials was attempted 
largely to resist the exactions of building-trade labor. In gen¬ 
eral the British people preferred to retain the traditional brick 
construction. 

The Scandinavian countries, Finland, and Northern Russia 
use wood extensively in minor building construction, but it is 
rare in Germany; it is even rarer in Holland and France, brick 
in the former and stone or stucco in the latter being the pre¬ 
vailing materials. Satisfactory statistics are not available. 

In Asia Minor stone masonry is the most popular, while in 
Persia brick or dried clay is stiU used as it was in the days of 
Cyrus and Darius. 

In India the typical rural dwelling consists in a single room, 
constructed of bamboo and mud with a thatched roof of grass. 
There are no windows or doors to fit apertures, and no hardware 
— not even nails, the bamboo poles being held together with 
flexible fibers or roots. Such dwellings shelter nearly 300,000,- 
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000 of India’s 350,000,000 population. In cities a crude brick 

prevails. 

In China the use of light bamboo continues to be common 
among the native population ^ in Japan frame dwellings are 
still the rule, although some of the larger cities have adopted 
more permanent types of construction.^® 

In Australia and New Zealand wood predominates, but stone 
and concrete are extensively employed. In the former country 
dwellings of such materials in 1901 comprised 265,000 out of 
a total of 760,000 against 452,000 of wood,"' while in the latter 
frame construction is more popular, 80 per cent of all new 
private dwellings being of wood in the fiscal years 1924—26. 

INCREASE IN ACCESSORY EaUIPMENT 

By far the most sweeping changes in homes in the past cen¬ 
tury have occurred in connection with accessory equipment. 
Xhe principal items for which approximate data are obtain¬ 
able are: 

(1) Plumbing and sanitary facilities. 

(2) Heating services. 

(3) Lighting equipment. 

(4) Electrical appliances. 

(5) Motor transport, involving the garage as a part of, or 
an adjunct to, the house. 

(6) Communication facilities, principally the telephone and 
the radio. 

The recent development of air conditioning promises to add 
another item to the list, with some significant change in 
structure. 

(7) Plumbing and Samiary Facilities 

Prior to 1830 the bathroom was practically unknown in 
America, and its appearance was the signal for much criticism 

26 For a fuller discussion of contemporary house construction throughout 
the world, see Volume I, Part III. 

2 T Wehh, A. D., " The New Dictionary of Statistics ” (George Routledge 
and Sons, Ltd., London, 1911), p. 303. 

28 See Volume I, pp. 277-8, 806-308. 
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and even denunciation; in some states heavy taxes were imposed 
on the innovation, primarily, it seems, in order to discourage its 
use. During the last, half of the nineteenth century there was a 
gradual increase in plumbing facilities, and since 1900 the in¬ 
crease has been rapid, until today a bathroom is generally 
regarded as an essential in the urban and suburban dwell¬ 
ing, many houses having several, with supplementary lava¬ 
tories. In rural sections, however, the bathroom is not so com¬ 
mon, and this is true also of the poorer sections of cities. Of 
6,288,648 farms covered by the 1980 Census only 994,202, 
or 16 per cent, reported water piped into the house; in about 
531,248, or 8.4 per cent, water was piped into a bathroom. 
Some housing authorities hold that the bathroom is not 
strictly essential for very low income families, and this has 
been recognized in the planning of a number of European 
developments. 

In July, 1930, there were in the United States 21,000,000 
bathrooms in 24,000,000 non-farm homes; but many homes 
had more than one tub. There were 23,100,000 water-closets in 
these homes, and 300,000 more lavatories than closet com¬ 
binations. A survey of urban homes made for the General 
Federation of Women’s Clubs in 1925-26 indicated that 68 
per cent were equipped with stationary bathtubs, 82 per cent 
with flush toilets, 71 per cent with stationary wash-basins, 84 
per cent with kitchen sinks, and 28 per cent with stationary 
laundry tubs. 

An official survey in 1918,®^ covering 92 industrial cities, 
showed that 52 per cent of the wage-earning families living in 
houses and 60 per cent of such families hving in apartments had 
bathrooms. The percentages doubtless are much higher today, 
because bathrooms have generally been included in new houses 
erected since 1918. A conservative estimate for the entire coun¬ 
try in 1933 would be that upwards of 70 per cent of all non- 

29 Among them the Chicago Homes Economic Council. 

30 Data furnished by the Plumbing and Heating Industries Bureau. 

31 USBLS, “Cost of Living in the United States” (GPO, Washington, 
1924), BuUetin 357, p. 333. 
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farm homes were equipped with at least one bathroom, while a 
materially higher percentage had inside toilets. 

For Canada statistics are not available, but there is little 
doubt that in urban housing the introduction of plumbing fa¬ 
cilities has made substantial progress, although the proportion 
of homes so equipped is much lower than it is in the United 
States; in farming regions such conveniences are still the excep¬ 
tion. The 1931 Census shows that only one Canadian farm¬ 
house in nine had water piped into the kitchen; in only one in 
twenty was it piped into a bathroom. 

Until after the War bathrooms and other plumbing acces¬ 
sories were found in only a small proportion of European 
dwellings, even in the most advanced countries; indeed the pro¬ 
portion of all dwellings having such equipment is stiU small. 
In the case of dwelHngs erected since the War, however, there 
has been a marked advance. 

In Great Britain the bathroom was gradually being intro¬ 
duced before the War. Since then it has been required by law in 
most government-aided construction and has been generally in¬ 
cluded in other post-War houses; so that nearly 2,000,000 
bathrooms have been added in new construction alone since 
1918. In Germany plumbing equipment is a general feature of 
post-War housing. In Austria the private bathroom is the ex¬ 
ception, but most new apartment-houses have communal ones, 
frequently located in the basement. The same is true of Italy. 
In France the number of new houses erected since the War out¬ 
side the devastated areas has not been great enough appreciably 
to change average conditions, and only a small proportion of 
French houses have bathrooms. The post-War housing of Bel¬ 
gium, while representing a high standard of construction, has 
as a rule not been provided with bathrooms. In Denmark like¬ 
wise the bathroom is the exception but most new dwelHngs have 
a separate water-closet. 

According to a report of the Royal Social Board of Sweden,®^ 

32 “ Social Work and Legislation in Sweden ” — Survey Published by Or¬ 
der of the Swedish Government (P. A, Norstedt and Soner, Stockholm, 1928), 

p. 280. 



THE PRESENT-DAY HOUSE 63 

published in 1928, only about 5 per cent of town dwellings in 
that country had bathrooms. Even in Stockholm the propor¬ 
tion in 1920 was only about 10 per cent. In new construction in 
that city, however, a bathroom or a shower-bath had been very 
frequently included, nearly 50 per cent of dwellings erected in 
1927 having one of these conveniences. It may be assumed that 
the bathroom is infrequent in farm and other rural dwellings. 

(^) Heating Services 

Central heating is taken more or less for granted in the north¬ 
ern and central portions of the United States. Stoves are still 
extensively used by the lower-income classes, but there has been 
a decided increase in the number of hot-air furnaces and other 
central installations. It has been calculated that there were in 
1980 about 17,000,000 heating systems in residences in the 
United States. Allowing for homes in various sections of the 
country where such systems were not needed, this would indi¬ 
cate that about 75 per cent of dwellings had some heating sys¬ 
tem other than stoves. 

European countries are on the whole far behind the United 
States with respect to heating standards. Central heating is the 
exception in Great Britain, the coal stove and the fireplace 
being the usual sources of heat. In many post-War houses one 
or more bedrooms are provided with a gas stove. Electric heaters 
for individual rooms are coming into use, but this method is 
doubtless confined in the main to the higher-income groups.®^ 

On the Continent central heating is distinctly uncommon, 
albeit some progress with it has been made in Germany and 
Denmark. In Sweden, according to the report already quoted,®® 
central heating systems in 1928 were to be found in barely one- 
twentieth of the dwellings, even in the towns. 

In 1931, according to the American Gas Association, there 

33 By the Plumbing and Heating Industries Bureau. 

34 “Panel heating” by radiation has also received considerable recent 
attention in England. 

35 Royal Social Board, “Social Work and Legislation in Sweden” —Sur¬ 
vey Published by Order of the Swedish Government (P. A. Norstedt and Soner, 
Stockholm, 1928), p. 230. 
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were nearly 15,000,000 domestic gas consumers in the United 
States, of whom 9,848,000 used manufactured gas and 5,090,- 
000 natural gas.®® In the great majority of homes having gas 
service this fuel is used for cooking. The methods of cooking in 
the United States as of January 1,1929, have been estimated as 
follows : 



Families 

Per cent 

Gas, manufactured .... 

.... 9,500,000 

33.9 

Gas, natural . 

. . . . 3,470,000 

12.4 

Coal and wood. 

. . . . 8,290,000 

29.6 

oa. 

. . . . 6,000,000 

21.5 

Electricity . 

. . . . 725,000 

2.6 


27,985,000 

100.0 


Cooking is evidently still done to a considerable extent on the 
coal or wood range, although gas is more generally adopted in 
urban communities. The use of electricity is gradually increas¬ 
ing in this country.®’^ While gas is utilized to some extent in 
Great Britain and continental Europe, wood or coal stoves, fire¬ 
places, and brick ovens continue to be largely employed. Elec¬ 
tricity is seldom used for cooking in European homes. 

(S) Lighting Equipment 

In July, 1932, according-to the National Electric Light As¬ 
sociation, approximately 20,440,000 homes in the United 
States were receiving electric service; 700,000 of them were 
farm homes.®® On the basis of 7,000,000 ®® farm homes and 30,- 
500,000 homes of all classes, these figures indicate that about 
10 per cent of farm homes, 67 per cent of all homes, and 85 per 
cent of non-farm homes were receiving electric service; virtu¬ 
ally all of these had electric lighting. Presumably the oil lamp 

ss Apparently there was a small number of consumers using gas obtained 
from various distillates. 

37 In July, 1932, more than 1,000,000 homes were equipped with electric 
ranges- 

3^ As the Census reports that 841,000 farm dwellings were lighted by elec¬ 
tricity in 1930, it would appear that about 140,000 farms had private electric 
plants* 

39 Estimated figure, taking account of the drift from cities to farms as a 
result of the depression. 
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was the principal source of lighting in the other 10,000,000 
homes. In Canada the electric lighting of urban homes is be¬ 
coming general, and its extent is approaching that in the 
United States. 

European housing compares better with this country in elec¬ 
tric lighting than in some of the other accessories mentioned. 
As far back as 19^4s over 60 per cent of the population of 
France were living in electrically lighted homes; in Switzer¬ 
land the proportion was over 90 per cent, and in Czechoslovakia 
a majority of homes were thus lighted.^® The rapid growth of 
hydro-electric properties in Sweden has led to considerable 
progress in this direction; in 1928, 80 per cent of the town 
dwellings had electric lighting. 

Great Britain in 1928 lagged behind some continental Euro¬ 
pean countries in this respect, with only about 25 per cent of the 
dwellings wired for electricity. However, facilities for extending 
this service are rapidly being installed, and present plans con¬ 
template that by 1940 electric service will be available to ap¬ 
proximately all the homes of Great Britain and Northern Ire¬ 
land. 

Central European countries apparently as yet have made 
only a modest advance in this respect, although the extensive 
water-power developments of recent years presumably will re¬ 
sult in a radical change. In some countries of Eastern Europe 
electric lighting is the rare exception. In 1924 only 2 per cent 
of the population in Turkey and a negligible percentage in 
Roumania were living in electrically lighted dwellings.^® 

Electric lighting has made rapid progress in Japan. Accord¬ 
ing to the Japan Year Book for 1931, in 1928 there were 33,- 
909,000 electric lamps in Japan proper, equaling 54.5 lamps 
per 100 persons, or 310 lamps per 100 households. The extent 
to which electric lighting prevails in various countries is shown 
in Table 11. 

^ "With the exception of Great Britain, Sweden and Japan, most of these 
data are from the Electric World of January 9, 1926. The reliability of some 
of the figures is doubtful. 
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(^) Electrical Appliances 

Perhaps the most phenomenal change in the American home 
is the increased use of electric appliances, from the flatiron to 
the refrigerator and range. In nearly all homes wired for elec- 

TABLE 11 

Number of Domestic Consumers of Electric Current in Various 
Countries in Specified Years 


Year 

Country 

Number of 
consumers ® 

Number per 
1000 

population ^ 

1932 

United States 

20,440,000 

166 

1930 

Canada 

1,207,457 

122 

1926 

South America 

Venezuela 

500,000 

153 

1930 

Argentina 

993,318 

86 

1928 

Chile 

135,601 

31 

1930 

Costa Rica 

15,183 

29 

1931 

Colombia 

21,738 

3 

1929 

Europe 

Switzerland 

842,530 

207 

1928 

Denmark 

718,000 

202 

1928' 

France 

6,339,266 

153 

1929 

Germany 

9,744,164 

152 

1929 

Sweden 

840,000 

137 

1928 

Czechoslovakia 

1,607,240 

109 

1930 

Italy 

4,000,000 

97 

1931 

United Kingdom 

3,472,043 

75 

1929 

Hungary 

198,077 

22 

1929 

Poland and Danzig 

552,702 

17 

1930 

Irish Free State 

37,700 

13 

1930 

Other 

New Zealand 

266,000 

177 

1928 

Australia 

876,200 

136 

1929 

Japan (proper) 

10,847,000 

168 

1929 

Union of South Africa 

156,057 

20 

1932 

India 

187,507 

0.5 


(a) Computed by the Electrical Equipment Division of the USDC, Bureau 
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 

(b) Computed by the authors. In some cases the population was estimated 
from the returns of the most recent census. 
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tricity there is an electric flatiron, and in nearly one-half a 
vacuum cleaner. The numbers of homes having certain electrical 
appliances on January 1, 1932, are shown in Table 12. 

TABLE 12 

Number op Homes in the United States Hating Certain Elec¬ 
trical Appliances on January 1, 1932 “ 

(Total number of wired homes 20,441,000) 


Appliance 

Number of 
homes 

Per cent of 
wired 
homes 

Per cent 
of all 
homes ^ 

Irons . 

. . . 19,772,325 

96.7 

64.8 

Vacuum cleaners . 

9,281,750 

45.4 

30.4 

Washing machines . . . . 

8,356,250 

40.8 

27.4 

Toasters . 

8,245,950 

40.3 

27.0 

Percolators . 

5,894,000 

28.8 . 

19.3 

Refrigerators . 

3,498,750 

17.1 

11.5 

Sewing machines . 

3,350,000 

16.4 

11.0 

Clocks . 

3,350,000 

16.4 

11.0 

Heaters . 

3,339,080 

16.3 

11.0 

Waffle irons. 

2,735,000 

13.4 

9.0 

Hot plates. 

2,238,863 

10.9 

7.3 

Heating pads . 

2,236,800 

10.9 

7.3 

Cookers . 

1,242,000 

6.1 

4.1 

Ranges. 

1,095,000 

5.3 

3.6 

Ironers . 

735,990 

3.5 

2.4 

Floor machines. 

306,400 

1.5 

1.0 

Egg cookers . 

293,000 

1.4 

0.9 

Dishwashers .. 

114,000 

0.6 

0.4 

{a) Electrical Merchandising, January, 1932, p. 29. 

(6) Computed by the authors on an estimated basis of 30,500, 

,000 homes. 


The expenditure for such accessories is high, and has in 
recent years run well over three-quarters of a billion dollars 
annually, as follows: 


1928 . $832,000,000 

1929 . 863,000,000 

1930 . 790,000,000 


41 Electrical Merchandising, January, 1931, p. 22. 
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The annual operating expense likewise mounts to impressive 
totals, as shown in Table 13, which gives total expenditure for 
electric current for various appliances in 1930. 

TABLE 13 

Total Expenditure eor Electric Current by Domestic Consumers 
IN the United States in 1930 for Certain Appliances® 


Appliance 

Expenditure 

Refrigerators . 

. $48,600,000 

Ranges . 

. 42,760,000 

Flatirons . 

. 41,175,000 

Radio sets. 

. 30,744,000 

Vacuum cleaners . 

. 13,945,000 

Toasters . 

. 9,466,000 

Water heaters. 

.. 9,300,000 

Percolators . 

. 7,320,000 

Washing machines. 

. 6,736,000 

Fans . 

. 5,740,000 

Oil burners. 

. 5,562,000 

Ironing machines. 

. 3,752,000 

space heaters. 

. 3,233,000 

Total . 

. $228,311,000 


(a) Compiled by the National Electric Light Association. 

Little information is available as to the use of electrical ap¬ 
pliances in other countries. Canada doubtless ranks fairly high, 
and the introduction of such appliances in British homes ap¬ 
pears to be making rapid progress; indeed, some of the dwell¬ 
ings erected in recent years by the London County Council for 
moderate-income groups are termed “ all-electric homes.” Most 
other European countries, however, are far behind the United 
States. 


(5) Motor Transport 

The growth of cities has produced profound changes in hous¬ 
ing owing to the problems of transportation. Only twenty-five 
years ago it was unusual for a workman of Paris, living in one 
section, to go to another to work. The increase in rapid and 
cheap transportation has altered this condition until now peo- 
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pie travel long distances between home and employment. The 
garden-city movement has as one of its aims to counteract 
this tendency and to restore the old relation of living place and 
work place. 

So far as the individual housing unit is concerned, the only 
agency which intimately affects its design is the automobile. 
The garage, often incorporated into the shell of the house, has 
become an essential feature in the United States in suburban 
and rural communities. In large cities, notably in the case of 
apartment-house dwellers, it is often necessary to rely on public 
garages, while in farm and some other rural sections a shed, 
barn, or stable serves the purpose. 

Building-permit data for leading cities from 1921 to 1929 
show that over 40 per cent of the families provided with new 
dwellings had private garages. Since many of these families 
were housed in apartments without garages, it follows that a 
large proportion of single-family and two-family houses had 
their own garages. 

The total number of passenger automobiles in use in the 
United States on January 1, 1932, has been estimated at 20,- 
327,000, as compared with 30,500,000 families.^^ The number 
of registrations is considerably greater, but since large numbers 
of cars are replaced each year their number exceeds that of cars 
actually in use. Owing to the fact that many families have sev¬ 
eral cars, the number of families without one is substantially 
larger than the difference between total cars and total fami¬ 
lies. Since many owners put their cars up during the winter 
months, those in use on January 1 may be less than those owned. 
Nevertheless, it seems likely that at the beginning of 1932 there 
were more than 10,000,000 families in the United States with¬ 
out automobiles. 

This country, as is well known, leads all others in the ratio of 
passenger automobiles to population, with an average on Janu- 

42 See p. 86. 

43 As collected by the USBLS. 

44 Scovillcj John W,, “The Automobile Industry — Review of 1931 and 
Outlook for 1932 (Chrysler Corporation), p. 8. 
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ary 1, 1932, of one car for every 4.8 persons. Canada and New 
Zealand each came second, with one car for every 8 persons. 
Comparisons for selected countries are given in Table 14 and 
are shown graphically in Chart 15. It is apparent from the table 
that with the exception of the United States, Canada, and New 
Zealand the motor-car presents no pressing problem in connec- 


TABLE 14 

Average Number op Persons per Automobile in Selected 
Countries, January 1, 1932 ® 


United States 

Canada . 

New Zealand 
Australia .... 

France. 

England .... 
Denmark .... 
Argentina . .. 

Sweden . 

N orway. 

Iceland . 

Netherlands . 
Germany .... 

Cuba . 

Chile . 

Spain . 

Italy . 

Czechoslovakia 
Mexico . 


4.8 

8 

8 

12 

24 

28 

29 

36 

41 

56 

59 

63 

95 

97 

105 

129 

141 

161 

245 


Brazil . 

Egypt . 

Peru . 

Guatemala .. 

J apan . 

Poland .... 

India . 

Soviet Russia 

China. 

Ethiopia . . . 


250 

508 

575 

593 

643 

1,063 

1,872 

2,406 

11,376 

30,769 


(a) USDC, “Motor Vehicle World Census,” January 1, 1932 
the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce), p. 4, 6. 


(issued by 
































CHART 15 


AVERAGE NUMBER OF PER50N5 PER AUTOMOBILE 
IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES: JANUARY 1,1952 

Charted from U.S. Department of Commerce: Vehicle Census 


COUNTRY NUMBER 
United States 4^| 

Canada 8| 
Hew Zealand 81 
Australia 121 

France 24 III 

England 28 H 

Denmark 29 

Argentina 35 H 

Sweden 41 III 

Norway 561|||| 

Iceland 59 III 

Netherlands 63 H 
Germany 95 
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tion with housing. It may be noted that motorcycles are common 
in England, while in many European nations, particularly 
England, Holland, Belgium, and France, bicycles are exten¬ 
sively used.'*® The development of the airplane may be carried 
to a point where private hangars will be regarded as an essential 
feature of the dwelling, but this appears to be well in the future. 

(6) Communication Facilities 

With respect to telephone equipment the United States and 
Canada are far in advance of other countries. The American 
Telephone and Telegraph Company estimates that there were 
over 13,000,000 telephones in residences in the United States 
on January 1, 1930, and that in April, 1931, 42 per cent of the 
homes of the country had them. The proportion in 1933 was 
appreciably less, through relinquishment of service due to eco¬ 
nomic conditions. The United States leads the world in the num¬ 
ber of telephones per capita, with an average on January 1, 
1931, of 16-4 instruments per 100 population. Chart 16 gives 
a comparison of the number of telephones per 100 population in 
various countries. 

Another increasingly important accessory is the radio. In 
1930, according to the Census, over 12,000,000 families in the 
United States, or 40.3 per cent of the total number, had; radio 
sets.*® The ratios by principal geographic sections follow: 

Per cent 


Middle Atlantic. 65.3 

New England . 53.8 

East North-central. 50.2 

Pacific . 49.2 

West North-central. 43.1 

Mountain . 30.9 

South Atlantic. 19.0 

West South-central. 16.6 

East South-central. 12.3 


^5 It is stated that in 1933 there were more than 40,000,000 bicycles in 
Europe. In Holland 35 per cent of the entire population own them. Robbins, 
L. H., “ The Bicycle Comes Around the Corner ” (New York Times, January 
15,1933, and New York Times Magazine, March 6, 1933). 

*0 This total includes sets operated by battery as well as those operated by 
supplied electricity. 












CHART 16 


NUMBER OF TELEPHONES PER 100 POPULATION 
IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES : JANUARY 1,1932 

From Telephone and Telegraph Shafis+ics of the World 
American Telephone and Telegraph Co- 
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As shown in Table 15, more than two-thirds of the total number 
of sets were in three countries: the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and Germany. The number per 1000 population was 
almost as high in the United Kingdom as in the United States. 

As a further indication of the extent to which accessories are 
found in American homes, Table 16, giving data for two wage- 


TABLE 15 


Estimated Number of Radio Sets about the Year 1930 “ 



No. of 

No. per lOOO 


sets 

population ® 

United States. 

. 10,500,000 ^ 

86.6 

United Kingdom . 

. 3,093,000 

67.1 

Germany. 

. 3,066,682 

47.8 

France . 

. 1,500,000 

36.2 

Japan . 

. 64.1,774 

10.0 

Spain . 

. 500,000 

22.1 

Russia . 

. 500,000 

3.1 

Sweden . 

. 460,000 

73.3 

Canada . 

. 423,657 

42.7 

Argentina . 

. 400,000 

3,4.9 

Austria . 

. 371,011 

55.3 

Australia. 

. 311,322 

48.5 

Denmark . 

. 343,000 

96.8 

Czecho-Slovakia . 

. 300,000 

20.4 

Italy . 

. 250,000 

6.1 

Hungary. 

. 240,000 

27.7 

Poland. 

. 202,586 

6.5 

Brazil . 

. 176,000 

4.4 

Netherlands . 

. 152,000 

19.2 

Mexico . 

. 100,000 

6.1 

Finland .. 

. 90,232 

24.8 

Switzerland . 

. 77,959 

19.2 

Norway. 

. 76,000 

26.7 

Peru . 

. 70,000 

11.2 


(a) USDC, Radio Markets of the World, 1930,’^ (GPO, Washington, 
1930), pp. 11-13. 

(b) As stated in the text, the Census reported over 12,000,000. 

(c) Ratios approximate as census figures for population are from years 
1928 to 1931. 
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TABLE 15 {continued) 

No. of No. per 1000 



sets 

population 

Belgium . 

63,125 

7.8 

New Zealand. 

52,124 

35.7 

Chile . 

35,000 

8.2 

Cuba . 

28,876 

7.8 

Irish Free State. 

26,000 

8.8 

Union of South Africa. 

20,000 

2.5 

Uruguay . 

17,160 

9.0 

China. 

10,000 

0.02 

World Total ^ . 

. . . 24,297,561 ® 


(d) Including countries not enumerated above. 


(e) The total on January 1, 1932, was estimated by the Department at 

30,000,000 (United States Daily, March 19, 

1931). 


TABLE 

16 


Home Equipment of two Groups op Wage-Earners' 

Families in 


THE United States 



100 Ford Company 

467 families of 
unshilled 


families^, 

wage-earners in 

Equipment of homes 

1980'^ 

Chicago, 1924 ® 

Number of rooms 

Per cent 

Per cent 

Four . 

. 34 

44.7 

Five . 

. 42 

20.4 

More than five. 

. 16 

17.2 

Bath . 

. 72 

42.5 

Inside toilets. 

. 86 

77.8® 

Electric light. 

. 100 

70.7 

Stoves . 

. 56 

87.0 

Telephone . 

. 5^ 

19.7 

Radio . 

. 36 

7.1 

Piano ... 

. 13 

20.2 


(а) Monthly Labor Review, June, 1930, pp. 11-54. 

(б) Houghteling, Leila, “The Income and Standard of Living of Un¬ 
skilled Laborers in Chicago” (The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 
1927), pp. 106, 110, 111, 116, 119, 120. 

(c) For one family. 

(d) Number having telephone in home; 43 per cent of families reported 
expen^ture for telephone. 
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TABLE 16 (continued) 



^67 families of 

100 Ford Company unshilled 


families. 

wage-earners in 

Equipment of homes 

1980 

Chicago, 1924^ 


Per cent 

Per cent 

Victrola ... 

. 45 

40.3 

Automobile. 

. 47 

3.0 

Washing-machines 

Electric... ... 

. 49 


Hand . 

. 2 


Vacuum cleaners 



Electric. 

. 19 

not 

Hand . 

. 2 

Electric appliances 


given 

Iron . 

. 98 


Toaster. 

. 6 


Fan . 

. 4 


Families reporting savings . 

. 37 

31.1 


earning groups, one of Ford Company employees earning ap¬ 
proximately $7 a day in 1930 and the other for unskilled work¬ 
ers in Chicago earning approximately $1500 per family per 
year in 1924, is suggestive. The first of these groups enjoyed a 
relatively high income; the second was below the average of 
wage-earning groups in that year. In the case of families of dis¬ 
tinctly low incomes these accessories would, of course, be much 
less frequent, while some of them would be absent. The propor¬ 
tion of homes in the United States having certain accessories, by 
type of community, is shown in Chart 17. The frequency of va¬ 
rious accessories in various countries is shown in Chart 18. 

OTHER CHANGES 

It has been shown that the character of the present-day 
dwelling has been affected by the inclusion of an ever-increasing 
number of accessories. Another influence is that of public wel¬ 
fare legislation, notably the building and health codes so gen¬ 
eral in all advanced countries, and, closely related to them, zon- 
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ing and city-planning regulations. These are discussed more 
fully in Chapter VIII. 

LIVING CONDITIONS 

We have so far confined our discussion to the general charac¬ 
teristics of the home in this country and abroad, and present a 
summary of them in Table 17. But we have been concerned 
primarily with physical factors. What shall we say of actual 
living conditions — the social environment, the amount of air 
and light, the degree of cleanliness.? Our discussion deals only 
with broadly representative conditions, and gives a true picture 
neither of the domestic arrangements of the wealthy nor of the 
living conditions of the poor. It throws no light on the question 
of overcrowding or of slum conditions. No analysis of the 
present-day house can properly ignore the submerged fractions 
of our population. So in closing this chapter, we must ask the 
question: What of the slum.? 

The definition of a slum depends upon the viewpoint of the 
definer. Filth, physical or social, obsolete or dangerous con¬ 
struction, absence of light or air, overcrowding — all of these 
combine to produce it. But chief of them, and the best element 
upon which to base a statistical approach, is overcrowding. 

In nearly all industrial countries this condition exists to a 
greater or less degree. A comparison of the average number of 
persons per dwelling may be made, but this is inconclusive since 
the number of rooms, their size, and the extent of provision for 
separation of the sexes must all be considered. Probably the 
best single index is the number of persons per room. This in¬ 
formation is not available as regards the United States, but 
there is a considerable quantity of it for Great Britain, where 
overcrowding has long been recognized as an outstanding evil. 

For census purposes, overcrowding in England and Wales 
is considered to exist where the average number of persons 
per room is two or more. This standard has been criticized 
as too lenient toward the landlord-owner, and a more gener¬ 
ally accepted one is that of one person per room. Instances 
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of families of from eight to sixteen persons with only two 
bedrooms per dwelling have been reported by British health 
officers. 

In 1921, according to one analysis, approximately 3,500,000 
persons in England and Wales had less than one room to two 
persons, and nearly 17,500,000, or about 50 per cent of the 
total population, had less than one room per person. Of 8,750,- 
000 private families there were nearly 1,750,000, or 20 per cent, 
sharing their dwelling with one or more other families. “ This 
crowding of two or more families into a dwelling may or may 
not imply overcrowding in the medical sense,” it is stated. “ It 
certainly does imply conditions under which family privacy 
is impossible.” 

In Scotland in 1921 conditions were still less satisfactory: 
11.8 per cent of the dwellings contained only one room and 
over 40 per cent more had only two; the one-room houses con¬ 
tained 8 per cent of the total population of 4,700,000 (exclud¬ 
ing persons on ships and in large houses and households) and 
the two-room houses 39.3 per cent- If certain large houses, large 
households, and persons living on board ship be excluded, 9 per 
cent of the remaining population were living more than four to 
a room, 21 per cent more than three to a room, and 43 per cent 
more than two to a room. The average for all of Scotland was 
1.42 persons per room.'*^ 

Owing to differences in the size of rooms, comparisons are not 
wholly satisfactory, but these figures leave no doubt that there 
was excessive overcrowding in Great Britain in 1921. In view of 
the extensive building operations since the War, we may expect 
that the returns of the 1931 Census will show some improve¬ 
ment, although it is generally agreed that the extensive housing 
program of Great Britain since the War has not made an im¬ 
portant change in slum conditions. This matter is discussed fur¬ 
ther in Chapter XI. 

Doubtless similar conditions could be shown for many other 

47 Carr-Saunders, A. M., and Jones, D, C., “ A Survey of the Social Struc¬ 
ture of England and Wales,” pp. 14-24. 
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countries. For instance, in Sweden in 1926 the census returns 
indicated for small dwellings an average of 1.49 persons per 
room in Stockholm, 1.69 in Gothenburg, and 1.51 for fifty- 
three conmiunes including these two cities. If the general for¬ 
mula of one room per person be accepted, these figures indicate 
extensive overcrowding. For large dwellings, on the other hand, 
the average was approximately 0.84 persons per room. It may 
be noted that the number of persons per room was decidedly 
less in the case of owned homes than in that of rented dwellings 
or of dwelhngs where rent was provided free as part com¬ 
pensation. 

It is impracticable to present a survey for all countries on 
these points. It is generally agreed that in Germany there are 
no such extensive slum areas as exist in the United States and 
Great Britain, but in all European countries there are consid¬ 
erable sections of the population for which housing conditions 
are distinctly low. One writer estimates that there are in 
France 500,000 dwellings, or nearly 5 per cent of the total 
number standing, which need reconditioning and replacing; 
in Germany, he asserts, there are 300,000 dwellings which 
should have been demolished during the past twenty years, and 
another 200,000 should be scrapped during the next decade — 
500,000 in all, or more than 3 per cent of the total number of 
dwellings. He states that in Belgium there are more than 100,- 
000 unsanitary or otherwise unsatisfactory dwellings, approxi¬ 
mately 6 per cent of the dwelhngs in that country. In the whole 
of Europe, he estimates, there are 2,000,000 to 3,000,000 
dwellings which should be replaced, but not all these are neces¬ 
sarily slum dwellings. 

As a result of such statements, which are frequently made, 
together with the lack of information in the United States,®® 

48 Royal Social Board, “ Social Work and Legislation in Sweden,’’ p. 230. 

49 M6quet, G., “Housing Problems and the Depression” (International 
Labour Review, February, 1933, pp. 175-178). M^quet quotes another writer 
(M. Augustin Rey in the Journal de la Soci6t6 de Statistique de Paris, October, 
1932) as stating that 3,000,000 houses in France need reconstruction, complete 
renovation, or replacement). 

Other factors are the “ 100 per cent Americanism ” attitude and the 
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there is a tendency to regard European slum conditions as worse 
than our own. A small group of social workers, on the other 
hand, moved by the extensive slum clearance in a number of dis¬ 
tricts of Europe, take the opposite extreme and affirm that we 
have worse and more slums than Europe. It is impossible to 
settle this argument; a narrow nationalism or a narrow inter¬ 
nationalism is equally prejudicial to good judgment. A develop¬ 
ment in Vienna often looks more important than one occurring- 
under our own eyes. The garden-cities, the employers’ villages, 
the apartment groupings of the Old World have their counter¬ 
parts, even though on a smaller scale, in Sunnyside, Radburn, 
Mariemont, Shawsheen, and the Negro quarters of Chicago; on 
the other hand, the European post-War effort has unquestion¬ 
ably been more far-reaching and fruitful than our own. 

The European slums even more than the American have re¬ 
sulted from decay of once-important residential sections. At 
their worst, on account of ingrained habits, they are doubtless 
inferior to anything to be found in this country except in ex¬ 
treme cases of overcrowding among the foreign-bom. But in 
England with its garden-cities and Local Authorities, in Hol¬ 
land with its socially controlled apartments, in Germany and 
Austria with their extensive Siedlungen, the American may find 
food for thought. Each of these developments merits longer 
attention than it can be given here, but even brief consideration 
will serve to point a moral. 

After the World War practically every European country 
was confronted with a housing shortage. Involved political and 
economic motives, together with the oft-repeated sentiment 
“ homes fit for heroes to live in,” found their expression in ex¬ 
tensive government participation in housing. This took many 
different forms; its economic consequences are discussed at 
length in Chapter XI. Here we are concerned, not with how the 
buildings were financed nor with the cost of tenancy, but merely 


observations that the American tourist makes in Paris, London, or Amsterdam 
where historical spots have degenerated. He does not often visit the same 
sort of places in his own land. 
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with the type of home provided. Even before the War the so- 
ciahstic tendency was more advanced in Europe than in this 
country, and many of these magnificent housing developments 
were really but a flowering of ideas that had been current for 
some time prior to the War. 

Most definitely developed in England is the garden-city 
movement. This was not primarily an attempt to provide hous¬ 
ing, but a scheme for regional planning and decentralization of 
industry, an effort to bring the abode of the worker near to his 
place of work. A recent English definition is this: “ A garden- 
city is a town planned for industry and healthy living; of a size 
that makes possible a full measure of social life, but not larger; 
surrounded by a permanent belt of rural land; the whole of the 
land being in public ownership or held in trust for the com¬ 
munity.” Garden-cities do not build houses and sell no land 
except for schools, municipal buildings, churches, and institu¬ 
tions which are required to have title. The leases of the land on 
which the houses are built do, however, run for long periods, 
from 99 to 999 years. 

Although Bournville Village was the first garden-city, and 
even as early as 1914 had established a very low death rate as 
compared with that of Birmingham, or England and Wales as 
a whole,®^ the most striking of the garden-cities are Letchworth 
and Welwyn. These two cities in Hertfordshire are demonstra¬ 
tions of the ideas of Ebenezer Howard. They look much Hke 
other Enghsh towns, but their planning by Sir Raymond 
Unwin has preserved charm and peace during growth so that 
they do not sprawl as do some ordinary towns. 

The garden-city does not, it is clear, strike directly at the 
heart of the slum problem. To be sure, if all industry were de¬ 
centralized, if all workers were housed in garden-cities, the slum 

61 Wood, Edith Elmer, “Housing Progress in Western Europe” (E. P. 
Dutton and Company, New York, 1923), p. 24. 

52 4.9 per thousand for Bournville in the five years ending in 1914, 14.4 for 
Birmingham, and 13.8 for England and Wales. Vital statistics are often 
deceptive. See p. 442. (Wood, E, E., “ Housing Progress in Western Europe,” 
p. 17). 
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might largely disappear. But the garden-city, in order to be a 
complete unit, must house fully as many people who would not 
otherwise live in slums as workers who would. It is significant 
also that after twenty-five years some of the promoters of the 
garden-city movement are beginning to have doubts as to its 
ultimate success — not as to its value, but as to the possibility 
of extending it far enough to remedy the slum problem. The 
rate of development has been very slow, and many of the garden- 
city’s most ardent proponents are dismayed. In many respects 
the garden-city is a tour de force. It has been copied in some 
other nations,®® though not on the same scale as in England. 

A more direct approach to the slum situation in England has 
been made by the various Local Authorities, and particularly 
by the London County Council. This body, which has been 
working on the problem since 1889, and up to the outbreak of 
the War had built dwellings for 59,000 people, has since the 
Armistice acquired large estates on the fringes of London, 
equipped them with services and even rapid transit, and then 
covered the countryside with planned towns of suburban labor¬ 
ers. The original London County Council houses were two- and 
three-room apartments, with toilets in the basement, oil light¬ 
ing, and running water in the hall. Today the standard is a five- 
room cottage with bathroom, wood floors, electric lights, and a 
garden. Becontree is the largest of the really impressive devel¬ 
opments ; it was planned to house about 130,000 persons. The 
buildings are of red or yeUow brick, or of brick covered with 
stucco. A few are cottage flats of three or four rooms and bath, 
but the majority consist of single cottages of four to seven 
rooms and bath.®* The standard of Becontree is the row house; 
the main plan is to have the living-room on the garden side and 
to have the houses not more than two rooms deep. There is no 

53 Notably in France, at Le Trait near Caudebec. This shipbuilding com¬ 
munity has sixteen different types of houses with dormitories for bachelor 
workers, lodgers thus being eliminated. There is an allowance of rent for 
householders who play in the band or the orchestra. The infant death rate is 
20 per cent less than that of the department in which it is located. 

54 It should be emphasized that in speaking of single dwellings in Europe 
detached dwellings are seldom meant. 
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such effort to obtain sun exposure as has been made in Ger¬ 
many, the Enghsh apparently preferring a really charming 
and haphazard-appearing community to the orderly and scien¬ 
tifically healthy one of Germany. There can be no question that 
the London County Council effort has effected a considerable 
social improvement in the lives of the people it houses; but in 
view of the total slum population it is evident that a great deal 
of work must still be done. 

The development in Holland, as manifested most strikingly 
in Amsterdam, although reflected in The Hague, Rotterdam, 
and Hilversum, is quite different; the slums of Amsterdam are 
still among the worst in the world. The shortage of housing 
there was acute until the community built tremendous blocks 
and rows of apartments and single houses, mostly the former. 
The Dutch prefer the single house, but economy has dictated 
the development of large colonies of apartments. In the build¬ 
ing of this really great mass of housing, spread on the outskirts 
of the four quarters of Amsterdam, the services of the best 
Dutch architects have been enlisted, and side by side the work 
of Wijdeveld, de Ederk, Kramer, and others may be seen. These 
architects have remained steadfast to beautiful Dutch brick, 
but have had a distinct inclination toward an extreme interna¬ 
tional style. Gardens and orientation seem to play a smaller 
part than they do in Central Europe, and planting is much less 
carefully attended to. On the other hand, social control is 
strongly exercised; the municipahty recognizes that people 
make the slums quite as much as the dwellings do, and watch the 
inhabitants of the buildings carefully. In fact, communities 
have been developed for the reclamation of “ undesirable ” 
famihes whose unsocial behavior makes them a menace to a 
peaceful and orderly life. These people are taken from the 
good buildings and housed in observation stations or dwellings 
for the “ economically weak.” Here an effort is made to train 
them in clean living and in the principles of social give-and- 
take. The observation stations when empty are quite attractive; 
when occupied by an undesirable family they are likely to be 
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most unpleasant. People who cannot be reclaimed after a proper 
probation period are released from state care and left to shift 
for themselves, or in extreme cases are placed in institutions. 

There is much argument as to the efficacy of these meas¬ 
ures. The experiment is significant as indicating outright recog¬ 
nition of a very important fact, one altogether too often over¬ 
looked by social workers, that some portions of the population 
fail to live decently fully as much because of lack of will as for 
lack of economic opportunity. The extent of government or 
community control is also significant, and permits the pertinent 
question: assuming the desirability of this method, to what ex¬ 
tent would it conflict with the American philosophy of indi¬ 
vidualism.'^ The effect of the whole Amsterdam experiment has, 
of course, been good, and has eliminated a considerable slum 
area. 

But by far the greatest efforts in group housing and com¬ 
munity building during the past decade have been made in 
Central Europe, particularly Germany and Austria. Here 
there has been an extensive and valuable “ demonstration of the 
civic and social values arising from orderly communities.” 
The Siedlungen of Berlin, Stuttgart, Frankfurt, and Vienna 
may here be considered for what they reveal. No one Siedlung 
will show all of the achievements, but by mentioning individual 
ones the various facets of the movement may be displayed. By 
far the most extensive development has taken place in the city of 
Vienna. 

Fundamentally the Siedlung represents an attempt to pro¬ 
vide for the lower classes a community in which every dwelling 
shall have an equal access to light, air, sun, and garden; the 
architecture of the group as a whole is carefully considered. An 
individual Siedlung may or may not be a town, with the usual 
services of the town; sometimes an extremely large building 
contains many services usually associated with a community, or 
several building groups designed by several architects are com- 

55 Wright, Henry, “Are We Ready for an American Housing Advance?” 
(Architecture, June, 1933, p, 310). 
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bined into a community under the directorship of one. The 
architects are much attracted by the esthetic possibilities in 
such buildings, and have chosen varying modes of expression. 
If these may be criticized, it is because they tend to produce a 
mass effect which impresses the passerby but fails to provide 
the homelier domestic effect so desirable for the individual 
dweller. The tendency, particularly in Germany, is toward 
monotony; it expresses the great organizing power of the Ger¬ 
man nation, but charm such as the English village possesses is 
entirely lacking. 

Throughout the Siedlungen there is a grouping of row houses 
and apartments in proper relation, the former being normally 
two and one-half stories and the latter, which formerly had four 
stories, now commonly having three. The apartments do not 
usually have gardens except for a central court, but a notable 
exception is in Siedlung Britz, in Berlin, where the gardens for 
each apartment are arranged in terraces. It cannot be said that 
within the Sicdlv/ng there is sufficient attention to the diverse 
needs of separate families, but perhaps this is too much to ex¬ 
pect. Special care is directed to orientation and the two-room- 
deep structure is always the aim. It is intended not to have any 
dark rooms. 

ludiyiduBlSiedlmigen reveal the various features desired, but 
not all are achieved in any one. Thus Siedlung Britz, in Berlin, 
builds its apartments in a horseshoe with terraced gardens, and 
around the periphery of the horseshoe the row houses are 
grouped. Weissenhofsiedlung, in Stuttgart, surveyed from the 
northeast displays impressive horizontal lines, broken at the top 
by the grouping of the taller apartments behind the two-story 
buildings, while the plan is interrupted by curved elements. But 
the whole has a decidedly institutional effect. 

In Vienna there is decided variety. Fountains are common in 
the courtyards, which are seldom closed on all sides. The Reu- 
mannhof has a high arched arcade, pool, pergolas, and bow win¬ 
dows, and suggests an expensive Park Avenue apartment build¬ 
ing. It raises the question whether esthetic value has not been 
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gained at the cost of something more important, or whether the 
total cost has not been too high. The Schlingerhof has markets 
in the square, and focuses attention on the common use of vista 
and light, the value of which has always been recognized on the 
Continent in connection with public buildings. Here is an ex¬ 
tension from the planned city to planned public living. Garden- 
cities of two and one-half stories of row houses are found in the 
Weissenbockstrasse. Gable-end architecture is revealed in the 
Hofiingergasse. Flat-roofed modem architecture appears in 
Wien-West, and the English cottage style in the Flotzersteig. 
In many buildings there are common laundries with modern 
conveniences. The Fuchsenfeldhof, among others, has a swim¬ 
ming pool. Sand-boxes for the children are provided in the 
Sandleitengasse. The tree planting and the quiet to be found in 
the row houses of Hermesweise exemplify the attention paid to 
such planting throughout the Central European developments. 
The kindergarten building in the Lindenhof is better than 
many provided in American nursery-schools for the wealthy, 
particularly as regards beauty and light and air, and the same 
may be said for the Pastaozzihof. Other buildings have libra¬ 
ries, barber-shops, and clinics, dental and medical. 

It is small wonder that the splendid achievements of Central 
European housing have lured many American social workers 
into the conviction that we have erred in this country in stress¬ 
ing the single-family house; they are awaiting the day when we 
shall copy the German and Austrian efforts. Unquestionably 
these efforts have achieved remarkable social results. The eco¬ 
nomic solution is another matter which is deferred for later 
discussion.®® 

In considering the social application of this development to 
America, certain factors must be remembered. There is nothing 
in the buildings themselves, other than their original environ¬ 
ment, which would prevent their degenerating rapidly into 
slums; this rests with the occupants. The Volkswohnhaus in 
Felix-Mottl-Strasse, in Vienna, for instance, has a high central 

56 See Chapter XI. 
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building in a court surrounded by lower buildings with straight 
rectangular windows. The building provides hght and air, but 
removal of the curtains at the windows and the accumulation of 
junk in the courtyard might easily transform this section into 
a slum. Again, Dr. Josef Frank has designed a remarkable 
group of buildings in Wien XVII. These buildings have uncov¬ 
ered balconies with iron rails. The Italian population of the 
lower East Side of New York, with their custom of hanging 
laundry and blankets from railings and the like, could easily 
give a group like this at least the appearance of a slum. Such 
conversion is prevented in Europe by planning which takes 
care of the disposal of junk and the airing of washing and bed¬ 
ding, but far more by the bureaucratic regulation natural in 
Central Europe. We need not attempt to decide whether some 
such supervision in America would be desirable; the fact is that 
from birth or entry to this country every person is taught that 
he has a right to do as he pleases, and this attitude stands in the 
way of effective social control. Acute resentment would un¬ 
doubtedly be engendered by any marked effort in that direction. 

Finally, with respect to the question of our overemphasis of 
the single unit, the words of Dr. Frank are significant: ‘‘ The 
Werkbund takes the point of view that different types of people 
need different types of houses. Later on one may determine 
which model has been the most popular. Of course one will 
probably never be able to come to a general conclusion as to 
whether the one-story house or the apartment-house better 
answers our needs. But this is not only impossible, it is also 
unnecessary. Since earliest times all kinds of houses have ex¬ 
isted one beside the other, and all kinds of houses will probably 
go on existing one beside the other for a long time to come.” 

None the less, there is no doubt that city growth has been 
best fostered abroad. One of the most hopeful signs of the pres¬ 
s’’ One of the foremost Viennese architects, very interested in the Siedlung 
development, 

«8 Prank, Josef, “International Housing Exposition, Vienna, Austria” 
(Architectural Forum, October, 1932, p. 328). 
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ent time is increasing reliance upon intelligent, trained plan¬ 
ning of the city. Both in the percentage and the character of 
slum areas, several nations of Europe are much in advance of 
us. Of all nations, none seems to have been more foresighted and 
progressive in this regard than Germany. Instead of the city 
being left to grow into an incoherent mass with much waste 
space, foresight, direction of consistent growth, and expert 
technical counsel control construction. We may have to admit 
that the capitalistic-individualistic state is unable to achieve 
what has been done in this direction by states which during their 
city development have been largely socialistic. 

With this background of present European conditions and 
with our previous picture of the present-day house, we may 
now fairly ask the question: “ Are the American people well 
housed.? ” 

The distribution of income, according to Mrs. Edith Ehner 
Wood, author of several books on housing, “ is such that a sub¬ 
stantial portion of the population cannot pay a commercial 
rent, much less a commercial purchase price, for a home fulfill¬ 
ing the minimum health and decency requirements.” Again, 
in “ Housing Progress in Western Europe,” published in 19S3, 
she stated that the widespread opinion in the United States 
that European housing conditions are worse than our own is 
fallacious, and that public opinion in that field in Europe is at 
least a generation ahead of that in our country. Referring to 
a survey of various French, English, Dutch, and Belgian cities 
in 19^6, she states: 

“ I have nowhere seen houses even remotely comparable to the 
ten thousand old-law tenements of lower Manhattan, built before 
1879, with their hundreds of thousands of inhabited rooms devoid 
of any opening to the outer air.®“ Nor have I seen any surviving 

59 “ Recent Trends in American Housing ” (The Macmillan Company, New 
York, 1931), p. 1. 

«<> There were 34,463 old-law tenement houses in the Borough of Manhattan 
in 1920; hy 1930 the number had been reduced to 29,509. 
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layout as bad as that of the North End of Boston, with its four- 
to seven-foot streets between five-story buildings and labyrinths 
of rear tenements filling the interior of its blocks.” 

There can be no doubt that the housing conditions in certain 
sections of the United States are distinctly bad. In some of the 
larger cities the housing for about one-eighth of the population 
is considered by expert observers to approximate slum con¬ 
ditions. In 19S0 the Housing Association of the City of New 
York reported that 2,000,000 persons were still hving in “ old- 
law tenements,” of a type that it had been unlawful to build 
since 1901, and many of which had been erected long before.®^ 
A number of these tenement-houses are of the “ dumb-bell ” 
type, wherein the tenement occupies nearly all the land space, 
leaving only a narrow margin in the rear for light and air; a 
so-called air-shaft from 50 to 60 feet long but only 28 inches 
wide is the only means of supplying light and air for the five 
rooms on each side of the house. Only four out of fourteen rooms 
on each floor receive direct light and air from the street or yard; 
the rooms are very small, and the bedrooms are wholly dependent 
upon the air-shaft. In the hallway on each floor are two water- 
closets, lighted and ventilated by the air-shaft, each of which 
is used by two families. While many such apartments may not 
fairly be termed slums, they are admittedly far below a satis¬ 
factory standard. It is of interest that this type of apartment 
when first produced, in 1879, received a prize award.®® 

Again, a survey covering 5,242 dwellings in minor streets 
and alleys in Philadelphia in 1929 showed that 96 per cent of 
the houses were without furnaces, and nearly 93 per cent with¬ 
out bathrooms; in 30 per cent of this group lamps were used 
for artificial Hghting.®* It was estimated in 1932 that about 
250,000 persons, or approximately 12.8 per cent of the popula¬ 
tion, in Philadelphia were living in slums or in areas coming 

“ Housing Progress in Western Europe,” p. 3. 

Recent Trends in American Housing,” p. 281. 

State Board of Housing, New York, “Annual Report,” 1932. Legisla¬ 
tive Document, 1932, No. 84, pp. 11-12. 

64 Newman, Bernard J., “ Housing in Philadelphia, 1929,” p. 11, 
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under the influence of slums.®® Again, it has been estimated 
that nearly one-third of the population of Cleveland is included 
in the so-called “ blighted areas ”; the proportion living in 
slums would be much smaller.®® 

The reports of local agencies which have investigated hous¬ 
ing in American cities give the impression that the state of 
things in America is intolerable, so numerous are the instances 
of overcrowding, of rooms without access to the open air, and 
of the lack of essential sanitary facilities. Although conditions 
in slums are extremely bad, they are not representative of the 
country at large. In 1901, for instance, the following general 
conditions for wage-earners’ homes were reported: ®^ 

Sanitation Furniture Cleanliness 


Good . 64% 64% 81% 

Fair . 29 26 13 

Bad. 7 10 6 


There can be little doubt that conditions today are even better. 

Lawrence Veiller, a recognized authority on American hous¬ 
ing, and an earnest advocate of high standards, has said: 

“ The great mass of the people throughout the country live in 
small one-family dwellings. Some of these are not very attractive 
architecturally, some of them lack many of the facilities of living 
that people in America have come to think are essential to a mod¬ 
ern home, many of them are built much too close to each other to 
provide adequate light and ventilation, hut the great majority of 
them are very satisfactory homes. It may be fairly said that 
the great mass of the people in the United States is, on the 
whole, well housed — if one always excepts the great centres of 
population.” ®® 

65 Newman, Bernard J. 

66 Millar’s Housing Letter, April 3, 1933. 

67 USDL, “ 18th Annual Report of the Commissioner of Labor,” p. 21. 

68 “The Housing Problem in the United States” (National Housing Asso¬ 
ciation Publications, New York, March, 1930), p. 6. Mr. Veiller is Secretary 
of the National Housing Association and formerly was Secretary of the New 
York State Tenement Commission. 
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It is high time that critical scrutiny be turned upon the 
accessories which the machine age provides for our comfort, 
but which so largely control us instead. While the structure of 
our dwellings has remained much the same for generations, 
accessory features have developed to a marked degree, and 
now constitute a large and increasing proportion of the cost 
of the home. This is especially true of the United States, but 
since the World War the European nations have exhibited the 
same tendency. Bathrooms, central heating, electric lighting, 
and labor-saving apphances are not basic needs except to the 
minimum extent to which urbanization may require them.®® And 
since many of these are not essential even to the urban home, 
they are surely not necessary in the country. Minimum stand¬ 
ards for decent living and a normal social life may, from an 
economic viewpoint at least, fall far below those pronounced 
essential by overzealous reformers.^® Much of the finish and ac¬ 
cessories of the present-day American home, while gratifying 
to the social pride of the owners, may clearly be classed as un¬ 
necessary. Even if one admits as essential to comfort many of 
these non-basic features, the number of pure luxury features 
in the average American home looms large. Sound planning of 
the city and of the homes of which it is composed should fully 
recognize the social and economic values of all the physical fea¬ 
tures involved; the community will thereby acquire a sense of 
social and spiritual values, and the ability to strike the right 
balance between essentials on the one hand and comforts and 
luxuries on the other. 

Of distinct interest in this connection is a study made of the 
relative importance attached to various accessories by teachers 
and home-makers, shown in Table 18. It was too hmited in 
scope to be conclusive, but it demonstrates that essential facili¬ 
ties and equipment such as running water and screens are likely 
to be overlooked in the mad rush for mechanical gadgets. 

Fisher, Ernest M., “ The Minimum House ” (Architecture, January, 1933, 
p. 46). 

'TO As our hard-headed European friends often recognize. See the discussion 
of state housing imder “ Living Conditions,” p. 89 f. 



97 


THE PEESENT-DAY HOUSE 
TABLE 18 

Relative Importance of Certain Accessories and Utilities in 

THE Home ® 


Average Preference as Reported by 



Teachers 

Home-makers 

Running water . 

. 15.01 

15.80 

Sewage disposal. 

. 13.61 

12.43 

Screens .. • • 

. 13.08 

10-77 

Modern bathroom. 

. 10.43 

9.83 

Power for housework. 

. 9.65 

7-83 

SulBcient house room. 

. 8.43 

6.43 

Electric lighting. 

. 8.00 

9.25 

Telephone . 

. 7.90 

8-30 

Central heating. 

. 7.75 

10.47 

Refrigerator . 

. 6.14 

8.87 


100.00 

99.98 


(a) Research study by Department of Sociology of Connecticut Agricul¬ 
tural College. Clark, Carroll D., “ Evaluating Certain Equipment of the 
Modern Rural Home” (Journal of Home Economics, December, 1930, p. 1011). 


To sum up, the varied character of the composite American 
home may be broadly visualized. Its outstanding feature is 
the separate house for single-family occupancy, comprising 
three-quarters of all homes and a still higher percentage in 
value; half of these are found in urban sections. Regardless of 
the increasing number of city apartment-houses, the country 
home in the United States has already been submerged through 
the growth of community life. The city home outnumbers the 
country home by nearly six to four; if value be taken as the 
unit of measure, urban homes dominate by more than three 
to one. The urban single-family home, housing over one-third 
of all families and representing well over one-half of the entire 
$90,000,000,000 of total home wealth of this country, is 
clearly the most important social and economic factor of the 
problem to which this study is directed. 

The norm of this type of dwelling may be seen in great num¬ 
bers upon entering any of our cities by train or motor. It is 

71 Dwellings $70,000,000,000. See p. 60. Land $20,000,000,000. 
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usually of two stories, though the one-and-a-half-story cottage 
and single-story bungalow are common. Its architecture is un¬ 
distinguished, and both the color and atmosphere might well 
be called drab. A small grass plot lies in front, and perhaps a 
small garden and a garage behind. In northern sections the 
house has a cellar; in southern sections it is frequently without 
one; in either case the first floor is far enough above the ground 
to provide for cellar windows and to avoid dampness. A small 
porch shelters the entrance door, and large double-hung win¬ 
dows are a noticeable and none-too-pleasing feature of the ex¬ 
terior. The upper half of a window is all too often nailed to 
the casing and covered inside by the conventional dark roller- 
shade, so that it seldom serves for either light or ventilation. 
Brickwork, shingles, or wooden siding cover the wooden frame 
of the walls, and on the conventional pitched roof are wooden 
or composition asphalt or asbestos shingles. 

Inside are a small living-room, a dining-room, a kitchen, 
two to four bedrooms, and a bathroom. The floors are mostly 
of low-grade hard wood, and in the kitchen are usually covered 
with thin linoleum. The type of wooden trim varies with the 
section of the country; hard pine, perhaps, in the South, and 
fir in the Northwest. The lath-and-plaster walls are mostly 
papered or calcimined. The kitchen is generally supplied with 
a gas stove, one or two built-in cabinets, and a laundry tub, 
and the bathroom with a tub, toilet, and lavatory, all of simple 
design in white enameled finish. A one-pipe steam system sup- 
pKes the heating, the pleasant open fireplace of former days 
being absent. Half these homes have a telephone, and perhaps 
more a radio; all are wired for electricity, and aU have run¬ 
ning water. 

This norm is typical of half our homes. But the other half is 
split into widely differing kinds; one-eighth includes the city 
apartment, both for rich and poor, taking in most of our slum 
dwellers. Another eighth comprises the semi-city two-family 
type—the ugly double-decker; these homes skirt our urban 
centers in painful prominence, and though they mostly lack 
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the rudiments of esthetic value, they are not without their 
practical worth and have in plan the elements of attractive¬ 
ness. The third eighth is well above the norm — the larger 
house in city, suburb, and country, the newer home, the leader 
in accessory and plan, the reconditioned ancient house, or the 
one the architect designs. And last of all, an eighth is scattered 
over farm, orchard, and ranch, industrial village, hill and dale, 
desert and shore; these are the simple, more primitive homes 
built close to the soil and close to basic living needs, but for 
the most part with the elements essential to a healthy life. 

It is asserted by many that the city slums house at most one- 
eighth of all our city people. The higher and somewhat popu¬ 
lar estimate of a third is evidently extreme, and is based on 
questionable analysis or unusual definition. The extent of slums 
in any community is doubly a matter of opinion. 

If by slums minimum housing is meant, then indeed a third 
of our people live therein; for that classification includes many 
a farm and ranchhouse and simple country home, the city- 
encircHng shack and double-decker, and the industrial worker’s 
home, as weU as the city slum itself. But the minimum home 
may possess as much decency and charm as the maximum one 
— perhaps much more. 

Most slums occur in sections with multi-family housing; but 
the nation’s entire equipment of such dwellings holds less than 
an eighth of our families. The double-decker sections (housing 
a tenth) and single-family shacks encircling the cities (the 
number of whose occupants is undeterminable) may indeed 
have bad slum spots. They have open spaces, however, and fig¬ 
ure Httle in slum reports. So our congested slum areas can 
hardly comprise a sixteenth of our homes. 

For at least three-quarters of our homes, however, the fore¬ 
going analysis calls for marked improvement and lower cost. 
Structure and finish should be more nearly integrated. More 
homogeneous materials and the resulting simpler treatment of 
structure and design would mean lower cost. Furthermore, a 
new type of structure would better accommodate the increas- 
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ing number and variety of accessories. Though such a new 
structure should be specially fitted to city life, it should not 
ignore the other needs of our widely varied national life. The 
need of the industrial communities, as well as the thickly popu¬ 
lated slum sections, for economic and engineering help is both 
more pressing and more difficult to meet than that of the city 
single-family group. Present-day technical knowledge and ex¬ 
perience can and will make better and lower-cost housing for 
the minimum-income groups. The same operation would help 
the economic position of the whole country. 



CHAPTER III 

The Annual Cost of Shelter 


I N the early days of man, the capital cost of his shelter 
was defined by the time and labor expended by him and 
his associates in building the home. The annual cost was 
represented only by the labor spent in repairs and mainte¬ 
nance, among primitive peoples a very small item. Today 
in the existing primitive cultures, such as that of the Australian 
aborigines, the home-dweller is both landlord and tenant and 
the capital and annual cost of shelter are represented solely 
by the labor of the householder. Such peoples are perhaps 
fortunate in being independent of others in the provision of 
their homes, but they lack the T\ade variety of home comforts 
and services resulting from the complex cooperative life of an 
advanced modern civilization. 

The cost of shelter to the house-builder of the present is also 
measured by the time and labor, both manual and mental, de¬ 
voted to its construction. But in this case time and labor are 
those of the whole group cooperating under the principles and 
the influences of a complex economic structure. Money has 
evolved as the measure of such cooperative work and its product; 
throughout the modem world it is the only measure of eco¬ 
nomic value and the only medium of exchange. It measures the 
wealth and productivity of the nation and of each individual. 
It is only too obvious that our various national currencies are 
functioning poorly in today’s economic turmoil; it is equally 
obvious that these changing money standards must serve us 
to evaluate, analyze, and define the cost of shelter and the ele¬ 
ments of which it is composed. 
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In a primitive society the cost of shelter and the individual’s 
rights and obligations involved therein are easy to evaluate; 
in a complex group of an advanced economic structure such 
evaluation becomes increasingly difficult. From our earlier con¬ 
sideration of the place of shelter in national economics we know 
of its great importance in the wealth of all nations: it is an 
essential part of the economic structure. The annual returns 
therefrom, both direct and indirect, also comprise a large 
factor in the national income, whether as income to the owner 
or expense to the occupant in the form of rent. 

THE PHILANTHROPIC ATTITUDE 

Study of the cost of shelter leads almost inevitably to the 
conception of eleemosynary assistance. When one finds what it 
costs to build and maintain or to rent a home, however modest, 
one inevitably sympathizes with owner or tenant, particularly 
if the home involved be small. Why is it that such philanthropic 
thoughts arise? 

There are many reasons. We are the descendants of ancestors 
to whom the conceptions of feudalism and slavery were familiar. 
In both these institutions there existed an inescapable obliga¬ 
tion upon the part of the overlord to house and protect and 
often to feed his dependents, even though the obligations of 
the dependents were also heavy. This responsibility has de¬ 
scended to us, so that we feel that housing for the economic 
under-dog should be provided free or at less than cost. In the 
southern cotton-mill village's it is usual to supply operatives 
with housing, rent-free in part at least, in heu of additional 
wages — a tangible expression of this tradition. 

But tradition is by no means the only factor. Shelter is the 
only capital item of importance with which the poor man has to 
deal. It is a problem that confronts him in youth, before he 
is ready to grapple with it. The philanthropic philosophy 
arises in part from sympathy with his difficulties. 

High standards are often set by welfare workers for the 
housing of the lower classes. As ideals they are excellent; as 
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practical expedients they are wide of the mark. The establish¬ 
ment of a standard that the economic condition of a people 
forbids necessarily leads to philanthropic conceptions. The 
eager striving towards a higher standard of Hving, expressed 
in physical rather than spiritual values, inevitably causes the 
slighting of a basic need Hke housing. 

Eleemosynary ideas are naturally engendered by study of 
the slums, where measures for the provision of proper housing 
have become secondary to other interests; the inertia or help¬ 
lessness of the owners leads perforce to social intervention. The 
slum dramatically recalls our past errors in housing and the con¬ 
sequent waste, so that we view the housing problem from the 
standpoint of philanthropy. The extension of this philosophy 
from slum clearance to large-scale housing provision appears 
to the welfare worker to be only one of degree. Finally, it may 
be that our entire economic structure rests on a false founda¬ 
tion ; that in pursuit of individuahsm we have failed to remem¬ 
ber the obligations of man to man. 

Probably all these factors are responsible to some degree 
for the eleemosynary viewpoint. Where there is smoke there 
must be fire; when so much is said about the cost of housing 
to the individual as compared with his other needs, we must infer 
that it is not being provided with the same degree of efficiency. 
The situation demands not philanthropy, easily aroused and 
easily expressed, but industrial and engineering skill, which is 
much more difficult to secure. 

One of the stock arguments of the welfare worker revolves 
about the annual cost of shelter. We shall therefore first present 
the facts concerning it, and then consider the oft-heard asser¬ 
tion that a considerable proportion of the population of the 
United States cannot afford an economic rent for the home they 
need.^ 

1 This contention always carries the corollary that people should be pro¬ 
vided by state or private donation with the house they cannot afford. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE FAMILY BUDGET 

We can best approach this matter through the medium 
of cost-of-living studies. At the outset it must be emphasized 
that the distribution of the family budget is strongly influenced 
by the family income. In countries of an advanced economic 
status food represents from 40 to 55 per cent of the annual 
family outlay and shelter from 15 to 20 per cent. In the case of 
families with very high incomes, however, the outlay for food, 
while large in amount, is small in relation to that income. 

The distribution presented in Chart 19 of family budgets 
of different income groups demonstrates a radical difference 
between the distributions for wage-earners and for people with 
relatively large incomes, as evidenced chiefly in the items of 
food, clothing, fuel and light, and sundries. 

Many years ago Engel, a pioneer in cost-of-living studies, 
laid down the rule that the proportion of family income ex¬ 
pended for rent remains constant regardless of the amount of 
income. While that rule is discredited by Engel’s own statistics 
and by practically every major cost-of-living study made since 
his time, the proportion of family income expended for rent 
shows less variation as between different income classes and even 
as between different countries than do the proportions for 
food and other major divisions of the family budget. 

Our analysis is chiefly concerned with representative aver¬ 
ages, not with the expenditures of higher-income families, since 
averages are largely controlled by the expenditures of wage¬ 
earning and other moderate-income groups — the only ones, 
indeed, for which extensive budget data are available. 

The most comprehensive and most recent of such studies are 
those made by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
They indicate that rent (or the cost of shelter) represented 
15.1 per cent of the total family expenditure in 1891, 18.1 per 
cent in 1901, and 18.4 per cent in 1918 (see Table 19 and 
Chart 20). The 1918 study was made under abnormal con¬ 
ditions incident to the World War; the percentage of the 



-CHART 19 


PERCENTA6E DISTRIBUTION OF WAGE-EARNERSVaMILY BUDGETS COMPARED 
WITH THOSE FOR HIGHER-INCOME GROUPS IN THE UNITED STATES 

Data for Wage •"Earners'Families from United Sfales Bureau of 
Labor SfafisrJcs 1901 Cost •of-Living Study; based o'n 11,156 ‘‘norma!’’ 
families 

Data for Higher Income 6roups from National Bureau of Economic 
Research Report:‘'Income in the United States’*; based on a few cases 


Annual WAGE-EARNERS 

Income 

Dollars Food Clothing Shelter FflbL. Sundries 

Under ZOO 





HIGHER INCOME GROUPS 


Income 

Dollars 

5000 






Shelter FicL. 


Sundrie 



Notes;- F.fl:L.,Fuel and Light 
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budget devoted to rent at that time was unduly low, for prices 
of food and clothing were exceptionally high, whereas rents 
had only just commenced to advance; the index number ^ for 
food in December, 1918, was 187 and that for clothing 205, 
while the rent index (which later rose to 168) was only 109. 

The 1918 distribution of the budget, therefore, cannot be 
considered representative. For a long time the distribution 
shown by the Bureau’s 1901 study was accepted as representa¬ 
tive and was generally used by other agencies engaged with 
the cost-of-living problem as a basis for index-number com¬ 
parisons. The great changes in prices, wages, and standards 

TABLE 19 

Percentage Distribution of Family Budgets of American Wage- 
Earners AS Shown by Official Cost-op-Living Studies or as 
Estimated by Three Agencies, 1891-1930 




Fuel and 

Miscel¬ 



Food 

Clothing Shelter light 

laneous 

Total 


United States Bureau of Labor Statistics 


1891 ® 

41.0 

15.3 15.1 5.9 

22.7 

100.0 

1901 ^ 

43.1 

13.0 18.1 5.7 

20.1 

100.0 

1918 

38.2 

16.6 13.4 5.4 

26.4 

100.0 


National Industrial Conference Board, Inc.^ 


1923-30 

33.0 

12.0 20.0 5.0 

30.0 

100.0 



Standard Statistics Company 

e 


1929 

39.0 

12.0 19.0 5.5 

24.5 

100.0 

1930 

41.5 

12.0 19.5 6.0 

21.0 

100.0 


(а) United States Senate (Aldrich), “ Retail Prices and Wages ” (GPO, 
Washington, 1892), Vol. XLI. 

(б) USDL, “18th Annual Report of the Commissioner of Labor” (GPO, 
Washington, 1904), p. 101. 

(c) USBLS, “ Handbook of Labor Statistics, 1924-1926 ” (GPO, Washing¬ 
ton, 1927), p. 119. 

(d) “The Service Letter on Industrial Relations,” March 30, 1932. This 
distriWtion is largely estimated, and is intended to represent the post-War 
period rather than a particular year. 

(«) “Standard Trade & Securities (Bulletin),” October 16, 1930. These 
figures are estimated, and do not include agricultural and governmental 
workers. 


2 Based on 1913 as 100. 
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PPRCENTAGC DISTRIBUTION OF FXPENDITURF5 OF WAGF-EARNCRS’ 
FAMILIES IN THE UNITED STATES IN VARIOUS YEARS 


U.S.5.LS. 1891 


Clo+hinq Shelter F.&L Misc* 



15.5% 15.0% 5.9% 22.7% 


U.S.5.LS. 1901 


U.S.b.L.S. 1918 


N.l.C.5. 1923-50 


S.S.Co. 1929 


S.S.Co. 1950{ 


Clothing Shelter F.8cU Mlsc. 


13.0% 18.1% 3,7% 20.!% 


Clothing Shelter f.&L Mlsc. 


m% 13.4% 5.4% 26.4% 


Clothing Shelter Mlsc. 


12.0% 20.0% 5.0% 30.0% 


Clothing Shelter FALL Mlsc. 


12.0% 19.0% 5.5% 24.5% 


Clothing Shelter F.SsL Mlsc. 


12.0% 19.5% 6.0% 21.0% 


U.S.&.L.S.- United States bureau of labor Statistics: based on Cost-of* 
Living surveys. ...... 

H.l.C.b.-National Industrial Conference board ^This Distribution is 
largely estimated. 

S.S.Co.-Standard Statlst]c$*CompanLj: Figures arc estimated. 

Agricultural and Governmental workers excluded, 
f.8cL.-Fuel ana Light 
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of living since the War, however, caused serious doubt as to 
whether these 1901 percentages were still applicable. 

It was assumed by many students that during the prosperous 
years in the middle of the last decade the proportion of the 
family budget devoted to food declined, while that devoted to 
sundries rose. An estimate by the National Industrial Con¬ 
ference Board (see Table 19 and Chart 20) placed the 
expenditure for food in this post-War period at only S3 per 
cent of the total, and allotted SO per cent for sundries; other 
calculations placed the food ratio at 38 to 39 per cent, and 
that for sundries at 24 to 25 per cent. Nearly all estimates 
agreed in placing the shelter percentage not only far above the 
1918 figure but also above the accepted pre-War ratio. The 
abnormal economic conditions prevailing since 1929 have again 
upset ideas as to the present distribution of the budget. The 
Standard Statistics Company (see Table 19 and Chart 20) 
finds that there has been a tendency for the food ratio to in¬ 
crease and the sundries ratio to fall, bringing the distribution 
of the budget as a whole more nearly in line with that pre¬ 
vailing before the War. 

In the absence of a recent nation-wide study based on actual 
expenditures, any distribution of the budget must be conjec¬ 
tural. It seems probable, nevertheless, that the percentage 
expenditure for shelter has risen to 18 or 20 per cent since 
1918, and that it has not declined materially in the last few 
years of the depression, notwithstanding a marked decline in 
rentals. There has been a relatively greater decline in food 
prices than in rents. 

Except for the dislocation of the budgets of American wage¬ 
earning families by War and post-War influences, the ratio 
of rent to total family expenditure in the United States has 
for half a century been fairly steady. This will be apparent 
from Table 20. When allowance is made for the fact that these 
studies were conducted by diiferent agencies and cover in some 
cases a few families and in other cases many thousands, and 
further that the period covered included such exceptional con- 
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TABLE 20 

Peopobtiok of Famjxy Budget Expended foe Rekt m the Uhited States 
AS Shows- by Vaeious Cost-op-Livisg Studies, 1874-1930 


Year (Approx.) Source of Study Ter cent 

1874 United States Bureau of Statistics ... 19.18» 

1875 Massachusetts Bureau of Statistics .. 17.00 

1883 Same . 19.74 

1884 Illinois Bureau of Labor Statistics. 17.42 

1887 Kansas Bureau of Labor (704 Kansas budgets) . 18.30 

1890 Missouri Bureau of Labor (St. Louis budgets) . 15.38 

1890 Same (Kansas City budgets) . 16.63 

1890 United States Department of Labor (2561 families in 

United States) ... 15.06 

1890 Same (192 ‘‘normal” families with incomes of $700 to 

$800) . 15.60 

1890 United States Senate Report 986 (232 budgets) . 19.99 

1890 Same (72 “normal” families included in preceding re¬ 
port) . 22.04 

1901 Massachusetts Bureau of Statistics (families with in¬ 
comes of $600 to $700) . 17.27 

1901 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (25,440 United 

States families) . 18.12 

1904 Mrs. L. B. More (group of 200 New York City families) 19.40 

1907 R. C. Chapin (New York City families with incomes of 

$800 to $900) . 20.70 

1908 John R. Howard (100 Buffalo families) . 15.00 

1911 British Board of Trade (1036 U. S. families with in¬ 
comes of $14.60 to $19.47 per week) . 16.66 

1915 U. S. R. R. Commission (265 families) . 20.00 

1917 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (608 New York 

City families) . 12.91b 

1917 Philadelphia Bureau of Municipal Research (260 fami¬ 
lies) . 14.10 

1917 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (512 Philadel¬ 
phia families) ... 12.04 c 

1917 Dallas (Texas) Wage Commission (50 families) . 14.51 

1918 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (12,096 fami¬ 

lies) . 13.40® 

1923 New York State Commission on Housing and Regional 

Planning (3841 N. Y. C. families with various incomes) 18.30 
Same (3036 N. Y. C. families with incomes under $2500) 20,20 

1924 Leila Houghteling (301 Chicago families of unskilled 

wage-earners) . 15.30^ 

1926 Heller Committee of University of California (25 pro¬ 
fessional families with an expenditure of $6500) . 20.70® 

1929 East Side Chamber of Commerce (252 middle-class fami¬ 

lies on lower East Side of New York) (by Joseph 
Platzker) . 19.00 

1930 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (100 families 

of Ford Company workers earning approximately $7 

per day) . 22.60/ 


(а) Simple average computed by the authors. 

(б) The disparity between this figure and those of Mr. Chapin and Mrs, 
More may be due in part to the influence of War conditions. 

(c) Relatively low figure apparently due to War conditions. 

(d) Percentage of family fxmds. 
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ditions as those attending the World War, the rent ratio shows 
a marked degree of uniformity. The trend is on the whole 
slightly upward; this is brought out more clearly by com¬ 
parisons covering a longer period such as those given in 
Table 21, which shows estimated distributions of the family 

TABLE 21 


Percentage Distribution op the American Family Budget by 
Major Items, 1775-1931 “ 


Year 

Rent 

Food 

Clothing 

Fuel and light 

Sundries 

Total 

1775 

12 

56 

16 

8 

8 

100 

1800 

12 

54 

16 

9 

9 

100 

1810 

12 

65 

16 

8 

10 

100 

1820 

12 

56 

14 

8 

10 

100 

1830 

14 

62 

14 

9 

11 

100 

1840 

14 

52 

14 

8 

12 

100 

1860 

15 

62 

14 

7 

12 

100 

1860 

16 

49 

14 

8 

13 

100 

1865 

18 

61 

13 

6 

12 

100 

1875 

20 

49 

16 

6 

10 

100 

1880 

15 

46 

16 

5 

18 

100 

1890 

15 

45 

15 

6 

19 

100 

1901 

18 

43 

13 

6 

21 

100 

1913 

18 

42 

14 

6 

20 

100 

1918 

14 

38 

17 

6 

26 

100 

1929 

19 

36 

13 

6 

26 

100 

1931 

19 

38 

13 

6 

24 

100 


(a) Owing to a lack of data, especially in the earlier years, these distribu¬ 
tions are necessarily arbitrary, although based on what seems an adequate 
amount of research. 


budget at intervals since 1775 (the changes are shown graphi¬ 
cally in Chart 21). Broadly speaking, the indications of this 
table are as follows: 

The percentage expenditure for food has steadily decreased; 
that for clothing has varied but shows a relative decline; that 


(e) Not a rent percentage, as these families were assumed to own their 
homes, but apparently comparable with other figures here given. 

(f) For 68 families renting their homes. 
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- CHART 21 

PfRCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES OF WAGE-fARNERS 
FAMILIES IN THE UNITED STATES (ESTIMATED^: 1775-1930 

Note:- E&L.,Fuel and Light; 5.,Sundries 
YEAR RENT_FOOD_CL0THIN6 E&L. S. 
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for rent, while fluctuating', has gone distinctly upward, and in 
1930 was relatively higher than in any other year except 1875; 
that for fuel and light has shown a significant relative de¬ 
crease ; and that for sundries has undergone a pronounced per¬ 
centage increase, absorbing in the main the decrease in food and 
in fuel and light. 

For the period as a whole the proportion of total family 
expenditure devoted to food has fallen from 56 per cent to 38, 
whereas the proportion expended for shelter has risen from 12 
per cent to 19. A stiU more marked change is shown in the sun¬ 
dries item, where the percentage has risen from 8 per cent 
to 24. 

Special mention may be made of the marked relative decrease 
in the expenditure for fuel and light. Although reductions oc¬ 
curred that were consistent with improved forms of lighting, a 
major reduction in the cost followed the general adoption of the 
electric light. This is concealed in the percentages here given 
because of an increase in the cost of fuel due not to greater 
consumption but to higher prices. This reduction, however, is 
clearly brought out in Chart 22, which shows a pronounced 
decline in the average unit cost of electricity for residential 
use in the face of a marked rise in the cost of living as a whole. 

The increase in the percentage devoted to miscellaneous ex¬ 
penditures indicates an advance in the standard of living. 
While, as shown in Chapter I, the miscellaneous group in¬ 
cludes such items as carfares, house furnishing, sickness, and 
funeral expenses, a considerable part represents outlay for so- 
called luxuries. Satisfactory statistical data for wage-earners 
for a recent date cannot be presented in the absence of a broad 
cost-of-living study. It is a matter of common knowledge, how¬ 
ever, that between the close of the World War and 1929 the 
expenditures by wage-earning groups for automobiles, radios, 
vacation trips, and numerous other comforts, conveniences, and 
luxuries increased heavily. The mere totals of expenditures for 
such items as here presented far exceed the possible outlay by 
the highest-income groups alone. To take a single instance. 



- CHART 11 


COMPARISON OF INDEX NUMBERS OF PRICES OF ELECTRICITYFOR 
DOMESTIC U5EAND OFCOST OF LIVING IN THE UNITED STATES: 1890-1932 

charted from Data of the National Elec^'ric Ught /Associati'on 
in Statistical Supplement of ihe Electric Light and Power Industrtj 



Note:- Chart is plotted from December values for each year 
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it is obvious that with 20,000,000 passenger automobiles in the 
United States a high proportion of wage-earning and low- 
income groups must own one.® 

It thus appears that the cost of housing in the United States 
has been steadily increasing in relation to that of other essen¬ 
tials. Is this because of increasing urbanization? Is it because 
the present-day house contains a wealth of accessories and 
equipment which do not make it as comparable with the house 
of 1800 as the food and clothing of today are with those of that 
year? Or is it because the arts of food production and making 
clothing and heating and lighting have been progressing faster 
than that of providing shelter? So far as this increased cost 
has been due to urbanization, it is inescapable. So far as it is 
due to the increased use of accessories, the cost may be reduced 
by lessening their number; but even elimination of all of them 
still leads to the conclusion that the housing industry itself has 
not kept pace with kindred industries. 

Broadly speaking, in the United States all the income saved 
to the family by the declining cost of food, clothing, fuel, and 
light has gone to pay for a greatly increased number of miscel¬ 
laneous items. While many of these are needed for the purposes 
of education, recreation, and social activities, about as many 
are pure luxuries, and should be given up in favor of essentials. 
The development of a sound social viewpoint on this matter 
would enhance both the economic and the spiritual welfare of 
the community. 

In every country and every large community there are groups 
whose economic condition permits housing of the minimum type 
only. As stated earlier in this chapter, the existence of such 
housing generally stimulates action along eleemosynary lines. It 

3 The National Bureau of Economic Research states “The figures of pro¬ 
duction and registration alone are sufficient evidence that the purchase and 
use of automobiles is participated in by all classes of the population, . . . 

“ It is clear that a large proportion of the current purchases of passenger 
automobiles is made by the members of the wage-earning and lower-salaried 
groups.” (National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., “ Recent Economic 
Changes” [McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., New York, 1929], Vol. I, 
pp, 59-^0.) 
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has been asserted that one-third of our population is unable to 
pay an economic rental for the housing which modern standards 
of decency demand. The present depression suggests that we 
should attribute this to our recent high standard of spending 
rather than to a high standard of living. Be that as it may, the 
pressing question now is how to raise simultaneously the gen¬ 
eral average and the minimum of our housing standards. Per¬ 
haps if we turn our attention to the causes of the unsatisfac¬ 
tory housing of the lowest economic group, we may unravel a 
clue to its improvement. 

High ideals are helpful but to require for a group standards 
too high for its economic ability is futile. In a varied society 
such as that of the United States there are many levels of 
economic status within even the simplest classifications. To 
apply to all sections and population groups such minimum 
standards as those set forth by the President’s Conference and 
by certain welfare groups is impracticable. Rather should pur¬ 
chasing power be increased, either by increasing income or by 
decreasing housing costs. 

The average budget of the American family in recent years 
has included a number of miscellaneous luxury items the total ex¬ 
penditure for which approximates that for shelter. The man of 
average income is in a position to improve upon his home by 
cutting down on his luxuries; this applies with even greater 
force to the preponderant medium-income group, and to those 
of still higher income. It applies but slightly to those of the 
lowest-income group. By the same token, the well-meant de¬ 
mand of social welfare agencies for minimum hving standards 
should not be made for the poor; for such standards involve 
a cost of new house construction that does not harmonize with 
other features of the family budget. Food, clothing, fuel, light, 
automobiles, and amusements are all relatively cheaper than a 
new house. 

Percentage distributions of family budgets in various coun¬ 
tries, in nearly all cases based upon pre-War allocations, are 
shown in Table %%. In some cases these figures cover only limited 
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TABLE 22 

Percentage Distribution of Family Budgets in Selected 
Countries^ Pre-War Period ® 



Food 

Clothing Housing 

Fuel 

and 

light 

MisceU 

laneous 

Canada . 

35.0 

14.3 

22.6 

9.1 

19.0 

Great Britain * . 

60.0 

12.0 

16.0 

8.0 

4.0 

France (Paris only). 

60.0 

15.0 

12.0 

5.0 

8,0 

Germany (Federal Statisti¬ 
cal Office) . 

55.0 

10.0 

20.0 

6.0 

9.0 

Netherlands (Amsterdam 
only). 

44.8 

8.8 

13.4 

6.7 

26.3 

Denmark . 

41,7 

11.2 

12.4 

4.0 

30.7 

Norway 

Wage-earners . 

48.0 

12.7 

16.6 

5.4 

18.3 

Public officials. 

89.4 

16.1 

15.6 

4.7 

25.2 

Sweden. 

42.8 

11.9 

16.0 

4.1 

26.2 

Finland . 

61.9 

13.0 

13.3 

4.6 

7.2 

South Africa . 

39.7 

10.6 

22.6 

4.4 

22.7 

Australia . 

34.8 

23.2 

23.7 

_c 

18.3 

New Zealand. 

39.0 

16.8 

23.2 

5.9 

16.9 

Egypt . 

51.9 

16.7 

11.7 

_ a 

19.7 


(а) “The Cost of Living in Foreign Countries” (NICE, New York, 1927), 
p. 392. 

(б) The distribution given in reference 4 below is more generally applicable. 

({?) Included under Miscellaneous. 

(d) Included under Food. 

areas or certain types of families, and other studies show results 
differing from those given here, notably in the case of Great 
Britain * and Sweden. The great change in economic conditions 
since the World War has doubtless affected the distribution 
of family budgets in some countries to an important degree. 
Distributions for selected countries compiled from various 
sources are shown in Chart 23.® Both the chart and the table 
show that the proportion for shelter of 22 to 23 per cent is 

The following allocation is more generally applicable to Great Britain: 
food 54 per cent, clothing 12 per cent, shelter 16 per cent, fuel and light 7 per 
cent, sundries 11 per cent. 

« For more detailed information concerning family budgets in foreign 
countries, see the Appendix, p. 528. 

















- CHART 23 


PERCENTAOr DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES OF WAGE-EARNERS FAMILIES 
OR OTHER MODEST-INCOME GROUPS IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES IN SPECIFIED YEARS 


sfiel+er 


UNITED STATES 
1950 



CANADA 1950 



6REAT BRITAIN 
1914 



GERMANY 1925 



FRANCE 1914 
(Paris only) 


NEW ZEALAND 
(Pre-War) 



23 . 2 % 


shelter 


CHINA 1926-27 
(t Peking) 


7.5% 


Food 


clothing f.&L. _ Misc 



35.0% 

13.0% 6.0% 

24.0 % 

Food 

Clothing 


Misc. 


...— 


- ' .. 

35.0% 

18.5% 

8.0% 

20.0% 



Food 


54.0% 

Food 


55.0% 

Food 


59.0% 

Food 


71.2% 


Clothing F.&L Misc. 


i2.0% 7.0% 11.0% 
Clothing F.&L. Misc. 


10.0% 6.0% 9.0% 
Clothing F&l. Misc. 


60.0% 15.0% 5.0% 8.0% 

Food Clothing E&L. Misc 



15.8% 6.07o 16.0% 

C. F.L.&W.M. 


6.5% 11.4% 3.1% 


Notcs:-'F.&,L.,Fuel and Light 

F.L.&:W., Fuel, Light and Water 
C.,Clothing ; M., Miscellaneous 
+ Budget for 48 working-class families 
* Estimated 
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characteristic of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South 
Africa, which though of an advanced type of civilization are 
distinctly agricultural rather than industrial.® The outlay for 
shelter in France and Belgium is markedly lower than that in 
Great Britain and Germany. In general the figures for shelter 
in Europe since the War are confused by the various restrictive 
rent acts and by government participation in the provision of 
housing,^ which have resulted not necessarily in a reduction in 
the true cost of shelter corresponding to that indicated in the 
figures, but simply in a part of the cost’s being borne by the 
pubHc in taxes. 

ACTUAL RENTALS IN THE UNITED STATES 

Another approach to the question is by comparison of 
rents with wages. The most recent comprehensive study by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicated that the average rent 
paid in December, 1918, by 1S,096 families in industrial cen¬ 
ters was $180 per year; as already explained, however, the 
rent percentage in family budgets at that time was unusually 
low. Rents rose from 1918 to 1924. There was a subsequent 
gradual decline, but this did not offset the increase in the 
1918—24! period, the Bureau’s index number for rent in June, 
1980, being 14!9.6 against 109.2 in December, 1918. On this 
basis a rent of $180 in 1918 is equivalent to one of $250 in 
1930.® 

In 1930 for the first time the Census gathered data on the 
rentals paid for all rented non-farm homes in the country, 
classifying them in various groups according to the amount of 
rental; averages were not given, but simply median figures. 
The median monthly rental was $27.15, equivalent to a median 
annual rental of $325. The average annual rental was prob- 

« A subsequent distribution of the Canadian budget indicates a percentage 
for shelter of 18.5 per cent. This is about the same as in the United States, 
See the Appendix, p. 528. 7 See Chapter XI. 

^ Prior to the Census of 1930 almost the only information on this point was 
contained in the cost-of-living studies made by the Bureau, by certain state 
boards or commissions, and by such private agencies as the National Indus¬ 
trial Conference Board, colleges, and individuals. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF NON-FARM HOMF5 IN THF UNITED STATES 
BY VALUE AND BY RENTAL GROUPS: 1930 


OWHEO HOMES 



GROUPING 6Y DOLLAR HOME VALUE 


RENTED HOMES 



GROUPING BY ANNUAL DOLLAR RENTAL 
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ably somewhat higher, about $850 to $375. (See Charts 24, 25, 

and 26.)® 

Since this median rental of $325 per year is influenced to 
some extent by homes in the highest rental groups, we may as¬ 
sume the median for wage-earning groups alone to be sub- 

- CHART 25 — 

MEDIAN ANNUAL RENTALS IN THE STATES 
OF THE UNITED STATES: 1930 



I I UNDER 180 
180-290 
300-470 

■■ 480 AND OVER 

» The median rentals by states for urban and for rural non-farm homes 
separately are given in the Appendix, p. 529. The table there given shows that 
in only twelve states did the median monthly rental of rented urban homes 
exceed $30. In three states— New York, Michigan, and Illinois — it was more 
than $40. In twenty-seven states it was between $20 and $30, while in nine 
southern states it was below $20. Much lower figures were shown for the group 
of rural homes; in thirteen states the median monthly rental of these was less 
than $10. 
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stantially less. It is also possible that the average rental for 
wage-earning families was less than the Census median of $325 
for all renting families — a conclusion which is supported by 
various data. For example, the Bureau of Labor Statistics in- 

- CHART 26 - 

DISTRIBUTION OF HOMES RENTING FOR LESS THAN $20 PER MONTH 
IN THE UNITED STATES BY PERCENTAGE GROUPS; 1930 



40- 59.9% 

20 - 33.9% 
f I Under 20% 

dex numbers just cited indicate an average annual rental for 
wage-earning groups in 1930 of $250; a survey of the living 
expenses of 301 families of unskilled workers in Chicago in 
1924 showed an average annual rental of $283.^® Assuming 

10 Houghteling, Leila, “ The Income and Standards of Living of Unskilled 
Laborers in Chicago” (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1927), p. 115. 
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that this declined in accordance with the decline of the Bureau^s 
index number of rents in the country at large, the average rent 
paid by this group in the early part of 1930 would have been 
$255/^^ This was, however, a rather low-income group; other 
evidence suggests that the average rent paid by wage-earning 
groups in the United States in 1930 was somewhat less than 
$ 300 /^ 

A report of the National Industrial Conference Board gives 
$240 as a representative minimum yearly rental for wage- 
earners’ homes without bath in twelve American cities in 1927, 
and $325 for homes with bath/^ The Board’s figures were based 
on prevailing rentals for an assumed standard of housing, and 
were not mathematical averages of rentals paid by specific 
groups of families. All in all, an estimate of $300 rental per 
year for wage-earners in the United States in 1929 seems 
reasonable. 

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE RENTS WITH AVERAGE WAGES 

It is illuminating to compare these average rentals with aver¬ 
age wages paid. This comparison must be made between the 
1930 census rentals and 1929 wages, for the Census was taken 
in April, 1930, before wage reductions had become general, and 
rents at the time of the Census were based on the 1929 wage scale 
rather than on that of 1930. 

The average yearly wage of 8,838,743 workers in manu¬ 
facturing industries in 1929, as reported by the Census, was 
approximately $1310; but this includes the wages of large 
numbers of women, and the average for male heads of famihes 
would be substantially higher. Moreover, total family income, 

11 Based on the Bureau’s index number for Chicago alone, it would have 
been about $240. 

12 The average rent paid by a group of sixty-eight workers in the Ford 
Motor Company in 1930 as shown by a government survey was $391 yearly, 
but as the wages of these workers were approximately $7 per day the rents 
paid by them may safely be regarded as much above the general average 
(Monthly Labor Review, June, 1930, p. 38). 

13 NICB, The Cost of Living in Twelve Industrial Cities ” (New York, 
1928), p. 30. 
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which is the proper basis for comparison with rents paid, sub¬ 
stantially exceeds the earnings of the husband alone. In 1918, 
according to the Bureau’s cost-of-living study, the average 
family income was 12 per cent greater than the earnings of 
the husband alone, other statistics confirm this ratio. 

The average family income for workers in manufacturing 
industries in 1929 was therefore considerably in excess of the 
average census wage of $1310. Average family income may 
be placed at over $1600; in 1918, according to the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, it was $1513. Hourly wages were con¬ 
siderably higher in 1929 than in 1918, and while there had 
been some reduction in the number of hours per week, it is 
possible that the average family income of wage-earners in 
manufacturing industry in 1929 was as much as $1800. The 
average compensation of employees of Class I railroads 
from 1926-30, as reported by the Interstate Commerce Com¬ 
mission, was about $1700 per year;^^ that of workers in 
the construction industry in 1929 was $1771.^® Family incomes 
in each group were presumably somewhat higher. The average 
earnings of some other groups doubtless were lower. 

Taking $1600 as a 1929 basis of wage-earners’ family income, 
an average rental of $300 per year would be about 19 per cent of 
the family income. If the latter were as high as $1800, an aver¬ 
age rent of $300 would be about 17 per cent of it; while it is im¬ 
possible to determine the proportion positively, this ratio seems 
low. With the census median of $325 as a basis, this would rep¬ 
resent a httle more than 20 per cent on an income of $1600 and 
about 18 per cent on an income of $1800. These percentages, 
although based on a rental apparently in excess of that actually 
paid, agree closely with those allotted to rent in recent years 

in Table 21. 

14 USDC, “ Statistical Abstract of the United States,” 1932, p. 371. 

15 use, “Census of the Construction Industry” (GPO, Washington, 1933), 

p, 36, Table XVI. 
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THE ftUESTION OP ECONOMIC RENT 

Authorities have often contended that a large majority of 
families in the United States cannot afford an economic rent 
for suitable homes. This statement is applied sometimes to 
new homes, but frequently to all those of a reasonably decent 
standard. One prominent writer, Edith Elmer Wood, has 
stated: 

“ The housing problem, here as elsewhere, is fundamentally eco¬ 
nomic. The distribution of income and cost of building are such 
that only a third of the population can afford to buy or rent a 
new home. . . . Taking the country as a whole, about a third of 
our families have incomes of $2,000 and over. The middle third 
range from $1,200 to $2,000. The lowest third have less than 
$1,200. The top third are well housed; the middle third only 
fairly; the lowest third badly. Their health, morals, efficiency and 
family life are being seriously damaged. Only the top third can 
control their environment without help.” 

Elsewhere Mrs. Wood has written: 

“ Building costs are such, not simply now, but on a basis of pre¬ 
war prices, as to make it an economic impossibility to build a 
house of acceptable standards and rent it at a price which the un¬ 
skilled wage-earner can pay, and produce a commercial return on 
the capital invested. It simply cannot be done. . . . The only 
solution, therefore, is the elimination of commercial profit, and 
this can only be done by the Government.” 

Mrs. Wood is by no means alone in taking this position. The 
Reconstruction Commission of the State of New York said 
some years ago: 

“ Houses for the lowest paid wage-earners have never been built 
in the State of New York. The poorer paid worker takes the house 

18 “Government-aided Housing” in “Housing Problems in America” 
(National Housing Association, New York, 1929), Vol. X, p. 69. 

IT « Government Housing ” in “ Housing Problems in America,” Vol. VII, 
p. 292. 
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that is abandoned by the better paid earner. Private venture has 
never built houses for the low-paid wage-earner; it never will.” 

The New York State Commission of Housing and Regional 
Planning has likewise asserted that “ at all times and in all 
places private enterprise has been unable to supply adequate 
housing to meet the needs of the underlying population.” 
Numerous similar statements could be cited, and their per¬ 
sistence warrants careful study of the facts. 

These very general and sweeping statements seem to criti¬ 
cize both our economic structure and our social standards. 
They imply that physical housing standards are too low for 
decent living, that the income of the masses is insufficient to 
cover present-day housing and other basic necessities- The 
cause given is inefficiency on the part of private initiative; and 
the remedy, the provision of housing by government. 

It seems likely that the standards advanced as essential by 
these theorists are too high for those who are necessarily 
limited to minimum housing. Excellent as ideals, these stand¬ 
ards have not yet been obtainable through the existing economy. 
But decent living depends more on spiritual ideals than on 
physical. 

Furthermore, one doubts whether the income of the masses 
is actually insufficient when one learns the relative expendi¬ 
tures of our people for shelter, automobiles, and luxuries (see 
Table S). One quarter of the amount spent on the two latter is 
nearly half the item for shelter. It is fair to ask those who 
claim they cannot pay an economic rent: “ Are you wasting 
income on non-essentials to the detriment of your home, and 
if so, should society pay for that wastage? ” 

The suggested remedy of government provision of housing 
wiU be taken up later. The known inefficiency of government 
in business and the problematic nature of accumulating taxa¬ 
tion burdens may be casually adduced here to meet these casual 
proposals, 

18 State of New York, Legislative Document No. 78, 1920, p. 55. 

19 Legislative Document No, 91, 1925, p. 28. 
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Yet the statements quoted do raise very pointedly the ques¬ 
tion of economic rent. Without attempting to prove anything 
about that question we must consider some data upon it. 

The term “ economic rent ” is used to define such a yearly 
rental of gross income from housing as would defray all costs 
and provide a net return to the owner equal to that obtainable 
from other comparable investments. 

The major cost items covered by such “ rental,” other than 
interest, are taxes, maintenance, insurance, administration in 
the case of rented houses (the renting business), depreciation 
and obsolescence. The amounts and proportions of such items 
may vary widely between different times, communities and 
individual houses. 


TABLE 23 

Elements Constituting an Economic Rent op Single-Family 
Urban Dwellings and op Apartment-Houses in the 
United States, 1930 

(Average percentage on total investment ®) 

Apartments 

cc 7 A *7 %tll 

Dwelltngs and other 



Brick 

Frame 

" Walk-wp ” 

services 

Taxes. 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

2.6 

Maintenance ... 

1.6 

2.0 

2.6 

2.5 

Administration and service ^ 

0.6 

0.6 

1.0 

4.0 

Vacancies and bad accounts ® 

0.7 

0.7 

1.5 

1.0 

Insurance ... 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Depreciation and obsolescence 

1.0 

2.0 

2.5 

2.0 


6.5 

8.0 

10.2 

12.2 

Net return (assumed)® .. 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

Total economic rent . 

12.5 

14.0 

16.2 

18.2 


(a) Allowing for the fact that certain items do not apply to the value of 
the land. 

(b) Not applicable in the case of an occupying owner; see p. 128. 

(c) Figure most commonly used. In some localities it might approximate 
the fixst-mortgage rate, but in any case it must be largely empirical. Obviously, 
to the extent that 6 per cent is above or below a reasonable net return, the 
total economic rent would be reduced or increased. 
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Table 23 and Chart 27 give the percentages for these items 
for single-family dwellings and apartments in the United States 
in 1930. With the exception of administration and services of 

- CHART 27 - 

ELfMENTS CONSTITUTING AN ECONOMIC RENT FOR SINGLE-FAMILY URBAN 
DWELLINGS AND FOR APARTMENTS IN THE UNITED STATES: 1930 



INTEREST 

TAXES 

M. 

D, 

A.V.L 

SINGLE-FAMILY BRICK 

6.0 

2.5 

1.5 

1.0 

,6 

J 


TOTAL 12.5 % 



INTEREST 

TAXES 

M. 

D. 

A.V.I 

• 

SINGLE-FAMILY FRAME 

6.0 

2.5 

2.0 

2.0 

.6 

.7 

*1 


TOTAL 14.0% 



INTEREST 

TAXES 

M. 

D. 

A. 

V. 1 

WALK-UP APARTMENT 

6.0 

2,5 

2.5 

2.5 

1.0 

1-5 


TOTAL 16.27, 



INTEREST 

TAXES 

M. 

0. 

A. 

V. 1 

HIGH GRADE APARTMENT 

6.0 

2.5 

2.5 

2.0 

4.0 

1.0 


TOTAL IS.2% 


M. MAINTENANCE 

D. DEPRECIATION AND OBSOLESCENCE 
A. ADMINISTRATION AND SERVICE 
V. VACANCIES AND BAD'ACCOUNTS 
I. INSURANCE 

high-rental apartments and depreciation and obsolescence, on 
which point several variations must be noted, the percentages 
have a firm statistical basis. Slight variations due to a more or 
less efiicient landlord, more or less migratory tenants, higher 
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and lower demands in services,do not materially affect the 
figures. 

Certain items in Table 23, specifically the allowances for 
vacancies and bad debts, may be disregarded by the occupy¬ 
ing owner. This is also true to a large extent of the charge 
for administration. Whether or not it may cost less per year 
to own or rent the house one occupies is not clear. Tor identical 
homes it should cost less to own, if only by the landlord’s net 
administration expenses. 

There is not sufficient information from which to determine 
the cost of administration and services in high-class apart¬ 
ments where various expensive services are included as part 
of the rent. The allowance of 4 per cent for these items is 
arbitrary but apparently not excessive. 

The allowances for depreciation and obsolescence are neces¬ 
sarily somewhat arbitrary. Physical depreciation is different 
from obsolescence which involves the general public attitude 
toward different features or aspects — site, surroundings, or 
merely lighting fixtures may condemn a dwelling as unde¬ 
sirable. The very extensive blighted areas of our cities and the 
stigma attaching to “ second-hand houses ” positively prove 
that values have been lost. Present rapid changes in the equip¬ 
ment of buildings, particularly in the direction of air con¬ 
ditioning and other new types of heating and ventilating, plus 
the change in lighting methods likely to come soon, will prob¬ 
ably result in even more rapid obsolescence than has been the 
case in the past. When business intrudes into a residential 
district there is rapid obsolescence in houses, usually not off¬ 
set by an increase in site values. Mere fashion may render 
obsolete dwellings that from a physical standpoint are not 
seriously depreciated. 

We have already noted that in Great Britain economic rents 
are estimated at a considerably lower rate than in this country. 
One reason is the more homogeneous masonry construction used 

20 The cost of fuel is an important item for many apartment-house owners, 
but should not be considered in this connection unless it is also included in the 
figures for a single-family dwelling. 
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which requires less annual repair and smaller amounts for 
depreciation; the houses moreover are generally built with 
simpler accessories. 

The “ probable useful ” life of a well constructed single¬ 
family frame dwelling is usually estimated by students of 
building depreciation at twenty-five to forty years, and that 
of a brick building at fifty years; for low-cost apartments it is 
considerably shorter.^^ Based on a life of thirty-three and one- 
third years, the “ straight-line ” depreciation would be 3 per 
cent per year; on a fifty-year life, 2 per cent. On the assump¬ 
tion that the amount set aside for depreciation and obsoles¬ 
cence is invested in a sinking fund, however, a smaller charge 
would amortize the investment. It might seem, therefore, that 
the allowances given in Table 23 are too high but this over¬ 
looks the great importance of obsolescence. 

For this reason the percentages here used for depreciation 
and obsolescence are believed to be justified. They are less than 
those frequently used in similar calculations of operating costs 
by real-estate experts. The United States Housing Corpora¬ 
tion in 1919j after a survey made in connection with the 
National Association of Real Estate Boards, placed this al¬ 
lowance for single-family dwellings in that year at 3 per cent 
and for moderate-rental apartments at 3.5 per cent; it cal¬ 
culated the “ justified,” or economic, rental of single-family 
dwellings at 15.6 per cent and that of apartments at 20.2 per 
cent. Labor and material costs are now lower than in 1919; 
taxes, on the other hand, are much higher.®^ 

It is debatable whether depreciation and obsolescence should 
be figured on land values. While it is true that land often 
depreciates, on the other hand it frequently appreciates, espe¬ 
cially in growing communities; it seems reasonable, therefore, 
to compute these charges only on the value of the improve- 

21 For certain estimates by the United States Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
see the Appendix, p. 531. 

22 «United States Housing Corporation Report ” (GPO, Washington, 
1920), Vol. I, p. 47. The computations of the Corporation will be found in the 
Appendix, p. 632. 



130 THE EVOLVING HOUSE 

ments. In Table 23 they are related to the total investment 
for convenience but are somewhat lower than they would be if 
based on the value of the improvements alone. Since the bare 
land is usually but a small percentage of the total cost of a 
home, the diiference is not important. Depreciation is properly 
to be charged against the various utilities such as sewer and 
water connections which normally represent a much larger 
investment than the land alone.^® 

To sum up, the economic rental of a single-family frame 
dwelling in the United States in an urban or suburban com¬ 
munity where the house is of good construction may be reckoned 
at 14 per cent per year on the total investment. The economic 
rental of a similar house of brick is a little less, while that of 
tenements and low-cost apartments runs considerably higher. 
The annual cost of a home to the owner-occupant may be 
nearer 12.5 per cent. All these allowances are subject to consid¬ 
erable variation in location, character of construction, and gen¬ 
eral economic conditions."* 

How far do rentals actually paid represent an economic 
rent.^ In the absence of information on the value of rented homes 
in the United States, it is impossible to give a definite answer, 
and the conclusions presented below must be interpreted 
broadly. 

Probably considerable residential property does not yield 
an economic rent. By reference to the compilations of the 
United States Housing Corporation, given in the Appendix, 
p. 532f it will be seen that from 1913 to 1918 the rentals re¬ 
ported for single-family residences and apartments often fell 
far below the estimated economic yield. This, however, was a 
period of rising real estate values but of relatively low rents, 
and the data are not suificiently established to warrant positive 
deductions. An analysis of thirty-one apartment-houses in New 
York City in 1931 indicated the following gross and net yield 
percentages: 

23 See Chapter VII. 

3* Data for a British cottage home are given in the Appendix, p, 633. 

3® Kerby, C. K., “Gross and Net: What Return on Apartment Invest- 
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Gross income Net return 


5 apartment buildings on Fifth Avenue . 15.0 5.0 

7 apartment buildings on Park Avenue . 13.8 4.3 

5 apartment buildings on other avenues . 14.1 4.3 

14 apartment buildings on side streets . . 14.3 4.1 


Some of the large cooperative apartment-house projects 
erected in New York City in recent years under the limited- 
dividend housing legislation of 1926 also report a somewhat 
similar yield. The report of the North Carolina Tax Com¬ 
mission for 1927 gave the gross rental of 584 residences in 
that state with an aggregate “ fair value ” of $2,940,000 as 
9.1 per cent, and the net rent as only 3,2 per cent.^® Such in¬ 
stances are obviously not conclusive, but they suggest that ac¬ 
tual rentals are frequently less than the estimated economic 
return. 

In the case of industrial or company housing, which reaches 
significant proportions in some localities, notably in the mill 
villages of southern cotton-manufacturing centers, frequently 
no attempt is made to collect an economic rent. Instead, the 
rent is often a more or less nominal figure, and the difference 
between it and an economic rent is absorbed by the manufac¬ 
turing company which owns and rents the houses; it is in effect 
a part of the wage payment. An instance of this follows; 


Total cost of home per room, including land. $600.00 

Annual rental per room. 17.56 

Loss per room, including interest. 60.18 

Total indicated economic rent per room. 77,74 


In the case of some other “ company housing,” the rental ac¬ 
tually obtained may come much nearer to an economic rental 


ments?” (Building Investment, November, 1930), pp. 12-14. The percentages 
here given may not represent a normal condition. 

26 “Report of the Fox Commission to Governor McLean” (Raleigh, 1929), 
p. 219. 

27 Data furnished by Lockwood Greene Engineers, Inc., New York. 

28 It is interesting to note that the indicated economic rent of $77,T4 is 
equivalent to approximately 18 per cent on the cost of $600 per room, or only 
a little less than the computed economic rent of 14 per cent for single-family 
frame houses given in Table 23. 
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ments. In Table 23 they are related to the total investment 
for convenience but are somewhat lower than they would be if 
based on the value of the improvements alone. Since the bare 
land is usually but a small percentage of the total cost of a 
home, the difference is not important. Depreciation is properly 
to be charged against the various utilities such as sewer and 
water connections which normally represent a much larger 
investment than the land alone. 

To sum up, the economic rental of a single-family frame 
dwelling in the United States in an urban or suburban com¬ 
munity where the house is of good construction may be reckoned 
at 14! per cent per year on the total investment. The economic 
rental of a similar house of brick is a little less, while that of 
tenements and low-cost apartments runs considerably higher. 
The annual cost of a home to the owner-occupant may be 
nearer 12.5 per cent. All these allowances are subject to consid¬ 
erable variation in location, character of construction, and gen¬ 
eral economic conditions.®^ 

How far do rentals actually paid represent an econo m ic 
rent.? In the absence of information on the value of rented homes 
in the United States, it is impossible to give a definite answer, 
and the conclusions presented below must be interpreted 
broadly. 

Probably considerable residential property does not yield 
an economic rent. By reference to the compilations of the 
United States Housing Corporation, given in the Appendix, 
p. 532, it will be seen that from 1913 to 1918 the rentals re¬ 
ported for single-family residences and apartments often fell 
far below the estimated economic yield. This, however, was a 
period of rising real estate values but of relatively low rents, 
and the data are not sufficiently established to warrant positive 
deductions. An analysis of thirty-one apartment-houses in New 
York City in 1931 indicated the following gross and net yield 
percentages: 

23 See Chapter VII. 

24 Data for a British cottage home are given in the Appendix, p. 533. 

25 Kerby, C. K., ‘‘Gross and Net: What Return on Apartment Invest- 
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Gross income Net return 


5 apartment buildings on Fifth Avenue . 15.0 5,0 

7 apartment buildings on Park Avenue . 13.8 4..3 

5 apartment buildings on other avenues . 14.1 4.3 

14 apartment buildings on side streets .. 14.3 4.1 


Some of the large cooperative apartment-house projects 
erected in New York City in recent years under the limited- 
dividend housing legislation of 1926 also report a somewhat 
similar yield. The report of the North Carolina Tax Com¬ 
mission for 1927 gave the gross rental of 584 residences in 
that state with an aggregate “ fair value ” of $2,940,000 as 
9.1 per cent, and the net rent as only 3.2 per cent.®® Such in¬ 
stances are obviously not conclusive, but they suggest that ac¬ 
tual rentals are frequently less than the estimated economic 
return. 

In the case of industrial or company housing, which reaches 
significant proportions in some localities, notably in the mill 
villages of southern cotton-manufacturing centers, frequently 
no attempt is made to collect an economic rent. Instead, the 
rent is often a more or less nominal figure, and the difference 
between it and an economic rent is absorbed by the manufac¬ 
turing company which owns and rents the houses; it is in effect 
a part of the wage payment. An instance of this follows: 


Total cost of home per room, including land. $600.00 

Annual rental per room. 17.56 

Loss per room, including interest . 60.18 

Total indicated economic rent per room. 77.74 


In the case of some other “ company housing,” the rental ac¬ 
tually obtained may come much nearer to an economic rental 


ments? ” (Building Investment, November, 1930), pp. 12-14. The percentages 
here given may not represent a normal condition, 

26 “Report of the Fox Commission to Governor McLean” (Raleigh, 1929), 
p, 219. 

27 Data furnished by Lockwood Greene Engineers, Inc., New York. 

28 It is interesting to note that the indicated economic rent of $77*74 is 
equivalent to approximately 13 per cent on the cost of $600 per room, or only 
a little less than the computed economic rent of 14 per cent for single-family 
frame houses given in Table 23. 
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f, Vi ATI in the case cited; nevertheless it is a common practice for 
the employing corporation to fix the rental for such housing 
at substantially less than an economic return. 

Circumstantial evidence that much residential property in 
the United States does not carry an economic rent is found in 
the rule of thumb cited in real-estate circles that a house is 
worth ten times its actual rental;or, to state the rule con¬ 
versely, that the annual rental is only 10 per cent of the value 
instead of 14 per cent as computed in Table 23. But with taxes 
ranging around 2.5 per cent, not to mention depreciation and 
other factors, a 10 per cent gross annual rental is not an eco¬ 
nomic return; as a matter of fact, many real-estate interests 
assume that the proper ratio is 100 times the monthly rental, 
which places the economic rent at 12 per cent. 

The annual rent bill of the American people in 1928 
(including the rental value of owned homes) was esti¬ 
mated in Table 8 at $11,000,000,000; by 1930 rents had 
fallen about 8 per cent, but in the meantime several hundred 
thousand new dwellings had been erected, so that the total ex¬ 
penditure in 1930 may be estimated at $10,500,000,000. If 
this be compared with the estimate of $90,000,000,000 as the 
value of all dwelling-house property (including land), as noted 
on page 50, the indicated gross yield is a little over 11.6 per 
cent, or somewhat below our estimate of the economic rental in 
Table 23. 

Suppose that the median rental value of rented homes, $325 
per year, reported by the Census in 1930 be compared with the 
estimated value of such rented homes. Applied to approxi¬ 
mately 12,500,000 rented non-farm homes in 1930, this median 
rental gives an aggregate rental of $4,000,000,000. On the 
basis of a $90,000,000,000 value of all homes the value of 
rented non-farm homes may be estimated as $37,080,000,000. 
On this basis the aggregate rental would be equivalent to 10.8 

29 This rough formula dates back at least 300 years. However, in view of 
the great change in the character of the house in recent times and of the increase 
in taxes, it is no longer generally applicable. 
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per cent. However, as suggested on pages 118—19, it is believed 
that the average rental of rented non-farm homes in 1930 was 
somewhat in excess of the median. If this average be placed at 
$350 per year, the aggregate rental for this group of homes 
would be $4,375,000,000 and the percentage return on the esti¬ 
mated value of $37,080,000,000 would be nearly 11.8 per cent. 

If limited to new houses in industrial communities con¬ 
structed at the costs prevailing since the World War, the con¬ 
tention that many, families cannot afford an economic rent may 
be substantially correct. On the basis of an economic rental of 
14 per cent, families which are able to pay only $275 to $300 
yearly for rent require homes costing or worth not more than 
$2000 to $2200. Comparatively few homes have been supplied 
at any such costs in recent years in urban communities, to which 
the average rentals here used apply. As shown on page 281, the 
average cost in recent years of new houses in 257 cities of 
the United States has been over $4000, exclusive of the site. 
Even in Philadelphia, noted for its moderate-priced homes, the 
average cost of new, single-family, two-story houses — again 
exclusive of the site — was in every year from 1926 to 1930, 
inclusive, in excess of $4000 (in 1920 it was $6800). In the 
great industrial centers of the United States comparatively 
few homes have been provided in recent years at a cost of less 
than $3000. Bureau of Labor Statistics figures covering ten 
cities show that nearly 80 per cent of new dwellings projected 
in 1929 and nearly 75 per cent of those projected in 1931 cost 
$3000 or more, exclusive of site cost; about 40 per cent cost 
from $4000 to $7000. Nearly all the houses costing less than 
$3000 were in one or two cities.^® 

Doubtless many houses were constructed in some communi¬ 
ties at lower cost, certainly those in rural districts, but in 
comparing costs with rentals it is necessary to relate both fac¬ 
tors to the same type of community. Wages and rentals in 
Detroit or Chicago are not properly comparable with home 
values in rural Mississippi or even with those in southern cities. 

SO Monthly Labor Review, December, 1932, pp, 1389-1390. 
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It may be conceded, therefore, that average rentals paid by 
wage-earning or other relatively low-income groups in 1930 
frequently did not represent an economic return on new hous¬ 
ing constructed in the same industrial communities in recent 
years. However, the period since the War has been one of ex¬ 
tremely high building costs. The index number of construction 
costs in 1920 was more than two and a half times the level of 
1913, and despite a sharp decline it was in 1930 nearly twice 
the 1913 average; the average cost of a two-story house in 
Philadelphia in recent years, as already stated, has been above 
$4000, while in 1914 it was $2020. Clearly, costs in such a period 
do not afford a fair basis for judging the ability of low-income 
groups to pay an economic rent under normal conditions. 

Since 1930 there has been a further marked decline in build¬ 
ing costs, and we may assume that they will continue to be 
brought more nearly in line with economic rents. The experi¬ 
ence of Great Britain, described on page 299, supports such 
an assumption. In that country building costs rose even much 
more sharply after the World War than they did in the United 
States, and government aid to building was extended on an 
unprecedented scale. By the end of 1932, however, the Govern¬ 
ment held that except in the case of a very small section of the 
population building costs had receded to a point where 
private enterprise was able to supply houses on a commercial 
basis. 

The foregoing consideration substantiates our estimate of 
what an economic rent for American housing should be, some¬ 
where between 14 per cent and the indicated actual rental of 
12 per cent (this for the single-family urban home, which is 
three-eighths of American housing). It also intimates that 
actual rentals may equal the returns on other investments. It 
brings out the difficulty of getting an economic rent for new 
housing. In that point may lie such reason as can be allowed 
to the school of thought represented by Mrs. Wood. That school 
seems to assume that a second-hand house is analogous to sec¬ 
ond-hand clothes, a patent absurdity. If a house is structurally 
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sound, clean and comfortable, it is fit for its occupants whether 
they are its first, second, or fifteenth. 

The casual suggestion by many critics that government 
should supplement or displace private initiative in housing will 
be thoroughly discussed in Chapter XI. But before leaving the 
matter of economic rent we may do well to note what effects 
government intervention would probably have upon the items 
composing it. 

Taxes clearly would be increased even if the intervention were 
only in the form of tax remission on particular housing de¬ 
velopments. The items for maintenance, insurance and de¬ 
preciation are normally influenced by government’s definition 
of construction standards through building codes, a service in 
which great improvement may be effected. City planning is a 
means by which government may properly function to reduce 
losses by obsolescence. That the hand of government on the 
renting business ultimately increases rents wiU be demonstrated 
later in Chapter X, where we assign a place to government aid 
in housing finance, and discuss the bearing of mortgage meas¬ 
ures on interest rates, which here have been included somewhat 
obscurely in “ net return ” in Table 2S. 

There remains the question of housing provision, the sheer 
cost of the house itself, on which all the other items are figured. 
More information must be presented before we can properly 
meet the very grave question of the function of government 
here. Our point of view, however, is that such intervention is 
fraught with danger to the whole economic structure. 

The first proposition of this chapter, that the cost of shelter 
is high, has been established by our examination of its place 
in the national and family budgets and of its trend relative to 
other costs. The second proposition remains a question rather 
than an assertion. It is whether a large part of the population 
can or cannot afford an economic rent for suitable homes. 
Too many variables are involved in this question to allow of 
definite analysis. Certainly, however, the evidence accumulates 
on the point of cost. New housing costs too much, whether for 
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high-, medium-, or low-income groups. Standards properly set 
for new houses are unattainable only because of excessive build¬ 
ing costs. Por the same reason rentals are handicapped in 
competing with other items in the budget. Clearly there must 
be defects in the process by which this over-costly necessity 
is produced. 



CHAPTER IV 


Disabilities in the Housing Industry 


W HY does housing cost so much? The answer 

requires a look into the disabilities which 
hamper the industry. A doctor must know 
anatomy in order to diagnose a case, but the 
patient relates symptoms first of all. We 
shall first rehearse the disabilities of the industry, then 
analyze its organization and compare its efficiency with that 
of other comparable industries. 

From all directions come complaints that the means for pro¬ 
viding shelter for modern man are unsatisfactory, and such 
criticism has been steadily increasing during the last ten years. 
While much of it is ill-considered and without focus, there 
must be a reason for its extent. For the present, it will suffice 
to enumerate the disabilities which form the object of such 
criticism.’^ 

The life of every organism involves a continuous interplay 
between the ever-changing elements of which it is composed. 
Environment alters, and the body within it must also change 
or die. To this end the abilities within the body which are in har¬ 
mony with the new conditions fight against its disabilities; the 
greater the environmental change and the more complex the or¬ 
ganism, the more intense and longer will be the conflict. Func¬ 
tional disability is inertia working against too rapid changes; 
increasing disability bespeaks great bodily changes; evolution 

1 In the Appendix, p. 634, appear quotations from various sources. They 
have been condensed, and perhaps do scant justice to their authors, but are 
intended to give a picture of conditions in the housing industry as current 
comment paints them. 
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signifies new life. Functional ability of an element within the 
body is relative to all its other elements, and the body itself has 
ever-changing functional abihties related to all other bodies in 
time and space. Under this infinite interplay of forces mankind 
and the universe evolve. 

Dr. Walter B. Cannon recently drew an enlightening com¬ 
parison between the functioning of the human body and the 
economic structure. His “ biocracy ” makes clear the good and 
bad of “ technocracy ” and the working of economic forces; 
showing how the human body functions normally, it clarifies by 
extension evolutionary forces, social as well as physical. Some¬ 
thing happens to the environment of an organism; whether this 
be normal or abnormal, the functional abilities of the elements 
within that environment come into action; that action continues 
until a normal balance between the elements concerned has been 
effected. This happens in the digestive process, with a cut or 
burn, or in sickness. The same thing occurs when some new 
thought or increase in knowledge or advance in technique comes 
into a social environment: the elements affected try to absorb 
the unusual factor in the normal way. If it be congenial to their 
abihties, normal balance between them is soon and easily re¬ 
newed ; if it is obnoxious to them, the renewal of balance may be 
a long and difficult process. 

In every city of India the sewing machine may be found in 
the street-side shops. In the midst of an ancient civilization this 
new-found instrument has disabled the hand of the sewer who 
would use the needle — a curious but significant phenomenon. 
But back in the country the ancient needle still stitches away, 
filhng the small but varied household needs. Disabilities are in¬ 
deed relative. 

In the case of industries a similar evolution has taken place. 
Some have developed slowly and consistently and retained their 
age-old importance; others have failed to develop and have dis¬ 
appeared; just as among animals a new type has often ap¬ 
peared, so new industries have developed which bear httle or no 
relation to those already existing, and have supplied new and 
hitherto unknown wants. 
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The forces of evolution have moved irresistibly if obscurely 
in the industrial realm. Movements so immensely complex can¬ 
not be described simply. Human wills are part of the interplay; 
improvements in technique and knowledge sometimes have pre¬ 
served, sometimes disposed of wants and desires that earlier 
seemed essential. The history of any branch of manufacture, 
whether it be long or short, simple or complex, is bound to re¬ 
cord the adaptation of function to environment, the elimina¬ 
tion of disabilities, the survival of the fittest. 

Nearly all our leading industries have a long history. Tex¬ 
tiles, and beautiful ones, were woven thousands of years ago in 
many places and under widely diverse conditions. Shoes in some 
form have been made for ages. Ceramics have been burned al¬ 
most from time immemorial. Agriculture is one of the oldest 
businesses of man. The provision of shelter reaches back into the 
dimmest past. From the day of the early civili 2 ations down 
to the Industrial Revolution, the development of those in¬ 
dustries was gradual. Changes, however, were germinating. 
Thousands of years went by with little change in productive 
processes; then, two hundred years ago, began an incredible 
transformation. Stimulated by improved technique of produc¬ 
tion, increased scientific knowledge, and its apphcation to group 
effort, the disabilities of traditional methods gave way in in¬ 
creasing numbers and extent to the forces of evolution. First 
to do so were methods and processes which were the simplest 
or most concrete, or which most readily adopted the new tech¬ 
nique — as the boat and the loom, for example, adopted me¬ 
chanical power. 

Among major industries the building industry has been the 
slowest in this development; it has accumulated far more disa¬ 
bilities than the others, and these have been — and still are — 
highly resistant to progress. In enumerating them VT'e shall not 
attempt to apportion the responsibility for their existence, al¬ 
though we shall examine management, finance, labor, the law, 
and the owner. To a large extent the evils w-hich affect the 
industry are the result of long-continued customs for which 
no one interest is responsible. All along the line the industry 
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has been handicapped by conditions, rules, practices, laws, and 
customs that reduce its efficiency and add to the cost of its 
product. 

The disabilities of the building industry may be classified as 
(1) general, (^) architectural, (3) constructional, (4) mana¬ 
gerial, (5) labor, (6) financial, (7) legislative, (8) consumer, 
and (9) miscellaneous. 

(1) General Disabilities 

a. Local nature. A fundamental handicap upon the building 
industry is its local nature. Until recently it has been taken for 
granted that a house must be fabricated, or “ manufactured,” 
on the spot. The construction of a dwelling, say, in Chicago to 
be shipped to St. Louis or Cleveland was hardly to be thought 
of.^ Notwithstanding some development of factory production, 
it is still the almost universal practice to assemble the various 
materials on the site. This limits competition, and thus acts as 
a brake upon initiative and efficiency. Benn states that it “ sets 
a premium on laziness and dilatory methods in the building 
trade the world over.” ® 

b. Lack of organization. A second handicap is lack of or¬ 
ganization. As pointed out in Chapter V, the industry is not a 
definite, clear-cut entity, but an agglomeration of a large num¬ 
ber of more or less related industries. 

c. Excessive 'plant capacity. Like many other industries, 
building suffers from excessive plant capacity, unadjusted to 
major fluctuations in demand. As far back as 1922 Herbert 
Hoover, at that time Secretary of Commerce, estimated that the 
capacity for the production of leading building materials was 
80 per cent greater than would be needed under a uniform dis¬ 
tribution of demand. In boom times, on the other hand, the in- 

2 It is interesting, however, to note that even in Colonial days ready-framed 
houses were sometimes shipped from New England and Louisiana to the Eng¬ 
lish and French Islands. (Clark, V. S., History of Manufactures in the 
United States 1607-1860” [The Carnegie Institution of Washington, 1916], 
VoL I, p. 18.) 

2 Benn, Ernest J, P., The Return to Laissez Faire ” (D. Appleton and 
Company, New York, 1929), p. 146. 
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diistry finds its facilities overtaxed and the entire series of 
operations congested. 

d. Seasonal 'production. Such fluctuations in demand are not 
peculiar to the building industry. But in addition, building is 

- CHART 28 - 

AVERAGE VOLUME OF BU1LP1N6 CONSTRUCTION AS SHOWN BY MONTHLY 
CONTRACTS AWARDED IN 36 STATES OF THE UNITED STATES:1920-1929 

In Millions of ^Square Charfed from dafa compiled by the 

Standard Statistics Company from Records of the f.W. Dodge Corporation, 



Jan. feb, Man Apr; May June July Aug, Sept, Oct* Kov, Dec, 

subject to a pronounced seasonal fluctuation which has resulted 
in a high degree of disorganization, affecting every affiliated 
interest.* It is generally attributed to the impracticability of 

4 “The construction industry is subject to greater seasonal fluctuations 
than any other of the major industries of the country.” (Watkins, Ralph J., 
*^The Construction Industry in Ohio,” p. 30.) 
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building operations in cold weather; construction charts almost 
invaribly show a relatively low volume of work in winter, fol¬ 
lowed by a decided rise (see Chart 28). The inevitable result of 
these seasonal fluctuations is an increase in the cost of produc¬ 
tion. The Committee of the President’s Conference on Unem¬ 
ployment has said: ® “ Construction costs are high in part be¬ 
cause of the seasonal hazard, which affects each step of the 
construction process from felling timber, quarrying rock, manu¬ 
facturing brick, cement, tile, plaster, and a hundred and one 
other commodities, transporting these materials by railway, 
waterway, and highway, distributing them through retail sup¬ 
ply dealers, clearing of site and excavating, to the completion 
and furnishing of the finished building. Idle time represents 
waste and direct losses to the construction industries, the work¬ 
ers, and the public.” 

For a long time this seasonal variation has been accepted as 
inevitable; but engineers have long contended that much of it 
was unnecessary. In the past few years a marked increase has 
come in winter construction. Some organizations, indeed, hold 
that it offers certain definite advantages: a larger supply of 
labor, greater efficiency of workmen because they are competing 
for employment, reduction in overhead expenses due to the 
larger volume of work over which it is distributed, and benefits 
from keeping organization intact. 

(^) Architectural Disabilities 

(a) Lack of ‘professional advice. Lack of architectural and 
engineering advice is held responsible for further disorganiza¬ 
tion and waste. As noted in Chapter IX, it has been estimated 
that fully 80 per cent of the single-family dwelling houses of 
the United States have been erected without the direct services 
of an architect; builders have used rough sketches adapted from 
some general plan, often producing a creditable result. Yet 
even the employment of architects has not prevented a large 

s “Committee Report — Seasonal Operations in the Construction Indus¬ 
tries” (McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., New York, 1924), p. XI. 
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amount of inferior design and construction. One explanation 
is the greater attractiveness to architects of large undertak¬ 
ings, which are more profitable and more stimulating to the 
imagination. Yet in the aggregate dwelling-house construction 
exceeds in value all other forms of building combined. 

(b) Tradition and loch of standard specifications. A com¬ 
plaint frequently lodged against architects is that they are too 
closely bound by tradition not only as to design but as to the 
use of materials, and especially that they are averse to stand¬ 
ardization and mass production. As a result, it is held, their 
plans call for an excessive number of individual items and spe¬ 
cial sizes, many of which could be eliminated if standard sizes 
and forms were generally adopted. 

(c) Unnecessary estimates. Another architectural handicap 
is the great expense involved in estimates. The common practice 
of asking for a large number of bids involves heavy engineering 
and drafting expense. Studies made in New York and Chicago 
reveal that 3 per cent of the total cost of construction is so con¬ 
sumed.® This experience relates to large construction projects 
rather than to dwelling-houses, but applies in varying degree 
to the latter, as well as to cases where direct architectural serv¬ 
ice is employed.^ It is often a serious matter even for the small 
builder, who may prepare estimates on several jobs for every 
contract that he secures. A familiar story is that of the con¬ 
tractor who said, “ I figure and figure on estimates, and occa¬ 
sionally make a mistake and get the contract.” A partial remedy 
is limitation of the number of bidders on a particular job and 
the making of quantity surveys the results of which shall be 
available to all competitors. 

6 Haber, William, “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” pp. 69- 
70 . Haber cites one instance where seven general bids, costing $150,000, were 
prepared for a 3500-room hotel, and another where an architectural competition 
for a semi-public building involved a total cost for plans of over $1,000,000. 

7 In dwelling-house construction the architect often knows a reliable builder 
whom he engages without asking for estimates from others. 
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{S) Constructional Disabilities 

(a) Lach of integration. The integration which character¬ 
izes the iron and steel industry, where a single organization con¬ 
trols all phases of production from the mining of ore and coal 
to the manufacture of the finished product, finds no counterpart 
in the building industry. 

(b) WorJc on site. An even more serious handicap is ineffi¬ 
cient assembling of materials and mechanical equipment; the 
disadvantage of bringing materials in unfinished condition to 
the site for fabrication there requires no demonstration. If mak¬ 
ing an automobile meant that all of its many parts were pro¬ 
duced in numerous plants belonging to a large number of 
different companies, and delivered at the buyer’s garage for fur¬ 
ther manufacture, assembling, and final finishing by local 
mechanics working with their own portable tools, the process 
would be considered intolerable. Yet this is a more or less ac¬ 
curate picture of what happens in building. It is difficult to con¬ 
ceive of an automobile industry or a railroad-equipment indus¬ 
try conducted on such lines. 

(c) Antiquated assembling methods. There is a far more 
serious loss due to the fact that the work of assembling involves 
a great waste of labor and is really hand manufacture; the fab¬ 
rication of dwellings is conducted by the same laborious meth¬ 
ods that have been employed for centuries, involving an im¬ 
mense waste of time in handling, cutting, and fitting of 
materials. 

(d) Custom worTc. Not only is the dwelling a hand-made 
product, but often it is largely custom-made. While scores of 
other articles, from automobiles to shoes, are turned out in 
great numbers according to standard specifications, the dwell¬ 
ing-house is in many cases still made according to individual 
plans- The architect who designs a small house ordinarily calcu¬ 
lates on stock sizes of numerous items such as door and window 
frames, and many kinds of lumber, but there is a large amount 
of custom work on such parts as mantels, stairs, and paneling. 
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Even a slight variation in dimensions from a general average 
necessitates much individual cutting and fitting. Estimates of 
the loss from lack of standardization run as high as $^,000,- 
000,000 yearly; ® yet standardization of parts (which does not 
mean standardization of houses) would not prevent a wide 
variety in the finished product. 

{^) Managerial Disabilities 

(а) Small operators. The large number of minor operators 
in this industry introduces various complexities; this “ small- 
shop ” characteristic of the industry imposes obvious limits 
upon efficiency. Many contractors are of the “ shoe-string ” 
type, without sufficient resources or experience to carry through 
a large project; the speculative builder too often is of this class, 
and injects a highly disturbing element into the industry. 

(б) Failure to use labor-saving devices and modern methods. 
A further difficulty is that many contractors cannot afford mod¬ 
ern labor-saving devices; too often this is owing to inefficiency 
rather than lack of capital. The average dwelling-house builder 
fails to use many simple machine tools such as the power-saw, 
although several of these are readily adaptable to small jobs 
without undue expense.® The house is still fabricated in much 
the same way as it was one hundred, two hundred, or three hun¬ 
dred years ago. Accessories, which represent from one-fifth to 
one-quarter of the cost of an American home, frequently re¬ 
quire a wasteful amount of cutting and fitting and finishing. 
Masonry and carpentry are tom away to make room for piping 
and, worse, the design of the house in many cases is not adapted 
to these facilities. 

Considerable progress has been made, however, in the use of 
machine methods and factory production for certain features 
of the house. Doors, sash, blinds, and stair treads have for many 

8 New York Trust Company, “Index,” October, 1931, p. 223. 

» On the other hand, it is sometimes contended that the use of such a tool 
as the power-saw involves waste, since a carpenter often spends more time 
going from and back to his task than would be required to cut the particular 
piece of material on the spot with a hand-saw* 
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years been produced in factories, with large saving over the old 
hand methods; more recently, machine methods have been ap¬ 
plied to trim and finish. Many accessories such as plumbing fix¬ 
tures, heating plants, mantels, kitchen cabinets, and refrigera¬ 
tors are produced by great manufacturing companies under 
modern methods. 

(c) Lack of ability. A large number of contractors, being 
really carpenters or other artisans, lack the necessary experi¬ 
ence and abihty.^® The industry has been called an “ open door 
for small producers to try their luck,” and this may be one 
explanation of its high rate of bankruptcies. These incapable 
contractors produce a large amount of unsound and shoddy 
construction. The general complaint on this score is indicated 
by the following extract from an engineering source: 


“ It is no secret that the average house today is a shoddy affair, 
of high first cost, and soon reduced to a condition requiring con¬ 
stant maintenance; that it is built as it was a great many years 
s-go, by hand methods, with every piece cut in the field by men 
whose horizon is limited to the locality in which they live, whose 
training is of a sort that makes them impervious to the adapta¬ 
tion of new methods, whose financial capacity does not permit of 
modern research or study, in case they do recognize their value, 
and who themselves often are the victims of profiteering material 
dealers. Today there are available better automobiles, better fur¬ 
niture and even better office buildings than were available only ten 
years ago, and they cost less. But the average house not only costs 
more today than it did in the days of our fathers and grandfathers, 
but it is an inferior product.” 


(d) Bad practices. Management has been held responsible 
by labor for many practices which interfere with the efficiency 
of production and which virtually amount to a restriction of 


10 In this connection, it may be noted that of one group of sixty-eight 
builders, eight had been contractors, twenty-six had been carpenters, and six 
others building-trade employees. (USDC, “ Causes of Commercial Bankrupt¬ 
cies,” GPO, Washington, 1932, p. 47.) 

11 Haber, William, “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” p. 6. 

12 “A House-Building Industry” (Engineering News-Record, June 12, 
1930). 
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output. Various complaints on this score from trade-union 
sources were collected by the committee of the Federated Ameri¬ 
can Engineering Societies some years ago.^® Among such criti¬ 
cisms were the following: 

Contractors fail to have materials on hand when men arrive on 
the job; 

Use inferior materials; 

Fad to train apprentices properly; 

Make mistakes in estimating; 

Make changes after work is completed; 

Use poor materials and unsatisfactory tools; 

Use cement mortar instead of lime mortar, reducing produc¬ 
tivity of masons; 

Provide insufficient scaffolding; 

Wastefully handle breakable material, such as brick, with break¬ 
age and extra cost in laying broken brick; 

Fail to provide shop work for mechanics in bad weather. 

Labor itself may be held partly responsible for some of these 
mistakes, as for example inadequate training of apprentices. 

(5) Labor Disabilities 

Some of the most disorganizing influences in the building in¬ 
dustry arise out of labor relationships. Among them are the 
following: 

(a) Excessive number of crafts and jurisdiction. It is safe 
to say that building-trade labor, though strongly organized, is 
not efficiently organized. One criticism is that the number of 
crafts is excessive,^* and certainly this kind of division of labor 
adds heavily to cost. It is the outcome of the evolutionary di¬ 
vision of labor. But its application is to an ancient process 
(itinerant manufacture) which is more and more giving way 

13 Federated American Engineering Societies, “Waste in Industry” 
(McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., New York, 1921, pp. 84-85). 

14 “. . . All told there are 62 crafts in the building trades. These, in my 
opinion, could be reduced to some 8 or 10. . . Marshall, Gen. R. C., Jr., 
“ How Labor Can Reduce the Cost of Houses ” in “ Housing Problems in 
America,” 1923, Vol. IX, p. 18. 
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to new methods in the shop. It has outlived its usefulness in 
single-house construction both because of the wastefulness of 
hand methods of manufacture in the field and the difiSculty of 
organizing and coordinating so many separate working fac¬ 
tors for each individual job. It may be helpful in the great office 
building but not so in the small house. The insistence on juris¬ 
diction ” often means the employment of highly-paid skilled 
labor for work that could be done equally well by common la¬ 
borers. There is, for example, a rule in various plumbers’ 
unions that the moving of plumbing equipment above the first 
floor shall be done by union plumbers and, of course, at plumb¬ 
ers’ wages. The following instances are representative of com¬ 
plaints on this score: 

Carpenters’ helpers are prohibited from using carpenter tools, 
requiring carpenters to do such work as stripping forms from 
concrete. Experience shows that helpers can do this more eco¬ 
nomically and as well. 

“ Brick masons insist on washing down and pointing brick work 
when laborers could do it more economically. 

“ Structural steel workers under certain rules must bring the 
steel from the unloading point to the building site, thus doing 
laborers’ work at high cost. 

“Structural steel men place reinforcing steel for concrete, 
whereas experience has proved conclusively that properly trained 
laborers can do it to as good advantage, and at greatly lowered 
cost. 

“ Structural steel men claim the rigging on a job. For a small 
derrick used in footing excavation, the bucket cable had to be 
guided by hand and the hoisting engineer signalled by a skilled 
iron worker. 

“ Hoisting engineers claim the right to run all types of engines, 
including small gas-driven pumps which require no skill. On one 
job a contractor had to hire a union engineer at $8.00 per day 
simply to start a pump in the morning, oil it occasionally, and 
stop it at night. . . .” 

10 Federated American Engineering Societies, “Waste in Industry,” pp. 
82-83. 
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The losses thus caused are exceeded by those arising from in¬ 
terruptions to work. There are frequent clashes between rival 
unions as to which has jurisdiction over a particular operation. 
Such disputes, incidental to almost every major building un¬ 
dertaking, need no detailed discussion. They have occasioned 
losses running into hundreds of millions of dollars, and have 
time and again brought ruin to the contractor, although he was 
in no way responsible for them and did not care which craft 
performed the work if only it could be done promptly and prop¬ 
erly. Many instances of the inciting of such trouble by walking 
delegates and racketeers could be cited. 

These disputes have been termed the bane of the building 
industry. But numerous contractors and investigating commis¬ 
sions condemn them no more bitterly than do the leaders of 
organized labor. Samuel Gompers, for instance, said at the 
1902 convention of the American Federation of Labor: 

Beyond doubt the greatest problem, the danger which above 
all others most threatens not only the success but the very exist¬ 
ence of the American Federation of Labor, is the question of juris¬ 
diction. No combination of Labor’s enemies need cause us the ap¬ 
prehension which this fratricidal strife does in the claims made by 
the unions for the extension of their trade jurisdiction.”^® 

A delegate to an American Federation of Labor convention as¬ 
serted that “ often the disputes are of such a trivial nature that 
we ought to hide our heads in shame.” 

(6) Strikes, Heavy losses have been suffered because of wide¬ 
spread and prolonged strikes. In recent years there have been 
comparatively few major strikes in the industry, and the num¬ 
ber of jurisdictional disputes appears to have declined. The 
building trades, nevertheless, still head the list in this respect. 
Chart 29 gives comparisons for the period 1916—30. 

(c) Restriction of output, A charge frequently lodged 
against building-trade labor is that it deliberately practices 
restriction of output. It is outside the scope of this book to pass 
16 Haber, Williani, “Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” 
pp. 154-155. 
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upon SO controversial a subject. Years ago it was not an un¬ 
common practice for building-trade unions to set a definite 
limit on the amount of work which its members might perform 
in a day; such rules are now the rare exception. It is true that 
output of these workers shows marked periodical differences, 
but these are due more to fluctuations in demand for labor than 
to union rules. The use of a standard wage rate without regard 
to differences in efficiency tends indirectly to restrict output. 
Inevitably production per man will be less when employers are 
outbidding one another for labor than in times of general unem¬ 
ployment. Recent complaints of restriction of output blame 
unions for insistence upon skilled labor for unskilled work and 
opposition to labor-saving machinery and improved methods 
and materials, rather than for agreements or rules to limit pro¬ 
duction. It is only fair to add that labor has, on the other hand, 
held management responsible for indirect restriction of output 
and for a large amount of waste. 

(d) High wage scales. As will be shown in Chapter VII, rates 
of wages in the building industry are far higher than in most 
other occupations, and this cannot be attributed solely to sea¬ 
sonal unemployment. Other reasons are the local nature of the 
industry, already mentioned, which gives labor as well as man¬ 
agement a monopoly in a given area, the high degree of union¬ 
ization, and the competition for labor by employers. 

Wage rates have been widely held responsible for the high 
cost of budding since the World War, and for much of the 
curtailment in building construction in recent years. A special 
complaint is that increases in wage schedules have not been ac¬ 
companied by any corresponding increase in productive effi¬ 
ciency (see Chapter VI). 

That the great increase in wages in recent years has directly 
contributed to the higher cost of building can hardly be dis¬ 
puted. That there are other factors is evident from the fact, 
stated in Chapter VII, that direct labor costs often represent 
less than one-third of the total cost of the home. 

(e) Labor vs. management. In presenting these comments 



-CHART 29 — 

COMPARISON OF YEARLY NUMBCR OF DISPUTES IN THE BUILDING INDUSTRY 
AND IN OTHER LEADING INDUSTRIES IN THE UNITED STATES-' 1916-1930 

ChaH-ed from dal’a in Monthly Labor Pcview^JunelSJI. 
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upon trade-union conditions and practices, we have no desire to 
make labor the scapegoat for the various ills from which the 
building industry suffers. To a large extent the situation is a 
natural outgrowth of the much simpler industrialism of earlier 
times prolonged into this highly industrialized period. 

Official commissions which have investigated the industry 
have been quite as severe in their strictures against employers 
as against labor organizations. The Committee of Federated 
American Engineering Societies apportioned the responsibility 
for waste as follows: 

Per cent 

Management ... 

Labor. 21 

Outside contacts (public, etc.) . 

100 

(f) SecLSOTtal unemployment. Seasonal fluctuations have a 
direct effect on employment. The winter months find large num¬ 
bers of employees out of work, spring and summer increase em¬ 
ployment, while autumn usually brings the peak of activity. 
A good idea of this seasonal fluctuation in employment among 
building-trade workers in Massachusetts over a period of 
years is afforded by Table M and Chart 30. These figures are 
more or less representative of conditions in the country as a 
whole, and seem to indicate that climate cannot be held entirely 
responsible for lack of work.^® 


17 Federated American Engineering Societies, “ Waste in Industry,” p. 9. 

18 A similar condition for the entire construction industry in Ohio is shown 
by the following table of ten-year monthly per cent averages: 


Month 

Average of •unemployment 

Month Average of unemployment 

J anuary 

44.8 

July 

3.4 

February 

46.4 

August 

0.1 

March 

40.4 

September 

0.0 

April 

26.9 

October 

2.8 

May 

18.8 

November 

10.8 

Jime 

8.6 

December 

25.8 


Annual 

average 19.0 



The more pronounced variation shown by these Ohio figures probably is chiefly 
due to the fact that they cover all forms of construction, some of which are 
subject to even more violent seasonal changes than those in the building Indus- 






CHART 30 


PERCCNTAGES OF BUILDING-TRADES WORKERS EMPLOYED ON THE 
FIRST OF EACH MONTH IN MASSACHUSETTS: 1928 AND 1929 

charted from reports of the Massachusetts Department of 
Labor and Industries* 
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Such seasonal unemployment is, indeed, a world-wide char¬ 
acteristic of the building industry. Table 25 gives a comparison 
by (quarterly intervals for building and construction in Canada 
in the years 1928-29, figures for manufacturing and for all 
occupations combined also being shown. Similar experience 
could be shown for numerous European countries.^® 

While characteristic of all building-trade occupations, sea¬ 
sonal fluctuations are much more severe in some than in others, 
and moreover do not occur in all occupations at the same period 
of the year. This is clearly brought out in Table 26 and Chart 
81. The occupation of painters shows notable variation and an 
exceptionally high degree of unemployment in the earher 
months of the year. 

Seasonal variation in employment means, of course, that 
building-trade workers lose a large amount of time. Herbert 
Hoover, when Secretary of Commerce, estimated that for the 
country as a whole building-trade workers were employed “ not 
over 65 per cent of their possible time.” Probably the most 
comprehensive unofficial estimate is that made by Paul H. 
Douglas. After reviewing the statistics of Massachusetts, New 
York, and Ohio, and various unofficial studies, Douglas arrived 
at an estimate of time lost by building-trade workers in the 
United States as a whole. His figures given in Table 27 and 
Chart 32, indicate that on the average 22 per cent of working 
time was lost; estimates for manufacturing and transportation 
industries combined are added for purposes of comparison. 
Douglas stated that it is “ admittedly hazardous to estimate 
the amount of unemployment upon such a scanty statistical 
basis.” In the absence of official data, however, these conserva- 


trf itself, and partly to the fact that in this case it was assumed that there was 
no unemployment in the month of greatest activity (September), whereas it is 
extremely probable that even in that month some workers were unemployed, 
(Watkins, R. J., “The Construction Industry in Ohio,” p. 84.) 

18 An extended summary of the experience of various European countries 
on seasonal fluctuations in employment in the building trades can be found in 
the International Labour Review, January, February, and March, 1929. 
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tive percentages may be regarded as approximating actual con¬ 
ditions. 

This irregularity and consequent loss has a direct bearing 
upon wage scales. It has afforded building-trade workers their 

TABLE 24 

Percentage oe Union Building-Trade Workers in Massachusetts 
Unemployed at the End op Each Quarter, 1908-1923, and 
AT THE First of Each Quarter, 1927—1929 ® 


Quarter Ending 


Years 

March 

SI 

June 

SO 

September 

SO 

December 

SI Average 

1908 

25.2 

18.3 

9.3 

21.2 

18.5 

1909 

18.5 

5.0 

3.1 

17.8 

11.1 

1910 

8.9 

4.2 

4.5 

18.0 

8.9 

1911 

19.3 

6.4 

5.0 

20.9 

12.9 

1912 

17.0 

2.7 

2.5 

14.9 

9.3 

191S 

13.4 

7.9 

9.2 

23.9 

13.6 

1914 

29.7 

12.4 

13.8 

33.8 

22.4 

1915 

26.3 

13.2 

8.5 

17.6 

16.4 

1916 

22.0 

7.6 

3.7 

11.0 

11.1 

1917 

16.0 

5.8 

6.2 

18.5 

11.6 

1918 

16.3 

4.5 

4.8 

12.2 

9.4 

1919 

21.0 

5.5 

4.8 

6.3 

9.4 

1920 

11.7 

7.9 

5.3 

26.4 

12.8 

1921 

55.6 

32.7 

27.0 

31.2 

36.6 

1922 

,19.9 

7.0 

4.3 

17.5 

12.2 

1923 

14.7 

3.4 

3.7 

14.1 

9.0 

1927 ^ 

27.4 

17.2 

13.5 

27.3 

21.3 

1928 ^ 

28.9 

14.6 

17.2 

27.5 

22.0 

1929® 

27.9 

12.9 

14.9 

26.2 ® 

20.5 

Simple average 

22.1 

10.0 

8.5 

20.3 

15.2 


(a) Data gathered by Massachusetts Department of Labor and Industries. 
Records were not kept from December, 1923, to April, 1927, nor since Decem¬ 
ber, 1929. 

(b) For quarters beginning April 1, July 1, etc. 

(c) As of December 2, 1929, the last reported figure. 



156 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 
TABLE 25 


Percentage of Unemployment Among Trade-Union Workers in 
Building and Construction, Manufacturing, and all Indus¬ 
tries Combined, in Canada, in Specified Months in 
1928 and 1929“ 


Month and 

Building and 


All 

year 


construction Manufacturing 

occupations 

1928 






J anuary . 


. . 23.2 


8.2 

6.8 

April. 


. . 13.6 


4.5 

5.2 

July . 


3.3 


3.8 

2.5 

October. 


5.1 


4.5 

3.1 

1929 






January . 


. . 19.0 


5.6 

6.3 

April . 


.. 11.3 


7.0 

5.5 

July . 


7.0 


3.6 

3.0 

October . 


. . 10.4 


7.8 

6.0 

(a) Canadian Labour Gazette, April, 1929, p. 

423; April, 1930, p. 432. 



TABLE : 

26 



Percentage of 

Union Workers in 

Selected Branches of the 

Building Trades in Massachusetts Reported as Unemployed 


IN Each Month 

IN 1928“ 






Painters, 




Brick- 


decora- 

Plumbers, 


All 

layers. 


tors. 

gas- and 


occupa- 

masons, Carpen 

paper- 

steam- 

Date 

tions 

plasterers 

ters 

hangers 

fitters 

Jan. 3. 

27.2 

23.1 

25.8 

42.4 

17.1 

Feb< 1 . 

29.4 

31.8 

27.4 

46.9 

21.6 

Mar. 1 . 

34.1 

85.0 

31.6 

48.6 

30.7 

April 2 . 

28.9 

29.4 

24.4 

36.4 

37.5 

May 1 . 

24.1 

17.9 

20.8 

23.0 

30.6 

J une 1 . 

22.9 

17.1 

20.0 

17.7 

29.0 

July 2 . 

14.6 

9.2 

17.1 

21,4 

23.8 

Aug. 1 . 

13.2 

11.0 

16.8 

14.1 

16.3 

Sept. 4. 

15.8 

11.9 

16.8 

18.0 

13.1 

Oct. 1 . 

17.2 

14.1 

16.8 

17.4 

8.1 

Nov. 1 . 

20.1 

16.8 

17.6 

20.9 

8.3 

Dec. 3 . 

23.7 

23.0 

22.8 

27.6 

11.2 

(a) Computed from data published by 

the Massachusetts Department of 

Labor and Industries. 



























- CHART 31 - 

PCRCfNTAGE5 OF UNION WOCKCR5 IN 5FLECTFD BUILDING TRADES 
EMPLOYED IN MASSACHUSETTS ON THE FIRST DAY OF EACH M0NTH:I928 
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TABLE 27 

Average Percentage of Time Lost by Building-Trade Workers 
AND BY Workers in Manufacturing and Transportation 
Industries Combined, in the United States, 
1897-1926® 

Building Manufacturing and 



trade 

transportation 

Year 

workers 

•workers 

1897 

32.0 

14.5 

1898 

28.3 

13.9 

1899 

20.9 

7.7 

1900 

26.7 

6.3 

1901 

17.8 

4.5 

1902 

15.9 

3.5 

1903 

21.1 

3.5 

1904 

17.7 

7.1 

1905 

12.0 

4.0 

1906 

8.7 

3.5 

1907 

20.8 

3.5 

1908 

35.8 

12.0 

1909 

22.5 

5.1 

1910 

20.2 

3.7 

1911 

25.7 

5.6 

1912 

18.1 

4.0 

1913 

21.5 

5.4 

1914 

34.6 

12.9 

1915 

31.5 

12.4 

1916 

20.7 

3.5 

1917 

21.6 

3.5 

1918 

17.7 

3.5 

1919 

17.5 

4.0 

1920 

23.8 

4.3 

1921 

26.6 

21.2 

1922 

19.2 

15.4 

1923 

17.2 

4.4 

1924 

25.9 

8.3 

1925 

21.4 

5.1 

1926 

17.6 

4.5 

Simple average ® 

22.0 

7.0 


(a) Douglas, Paul H., “Real Wages in the United States, 1890-1926,” 
Published by The Poliak Foundation, Newton, Massachusetts, pp. 445 and 451. 
(5) Computed from Douglas’ data. 
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chief justification for the relatively high wage scale they have 
attained. The question may fairly be raised, however, whether 
a part of this lost time is not attributable to demands for higher 
wages. 

- CHART 52 - 

PCRCCNTAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT AM0N6 WORKERSIN 
SUILDINS TRADES, AND IN MANUrACTURiN6 AND TRANSPORTATION 
IN THE UNITED STATES (ESflMATED):!897-I926 

CharfeJ from Data In Paul H, Douglas'^ ®Real Wa 9 eS in 
the United States^ 1890-19Z6 published by the Poliak 
Foundation, Newton, Mas5. 
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KEY 

. .. Building Trades 

—Manufacturing and Transportation 

(6) Financial Disabilities 

The outstanding difliculties encountered by the home owner 
with respect to financing are set forth in Chapter X; they are 
aggravated by the fact that he is to an unusual degree depend- 
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ent upon credit. A specific complaint is that lenders do not dis¬ 
criminate sufficiently on the ground of quality, so that they in¬ 
directly encourage shoddy construction. 

Numerous other conditions incident to financing add to the 
complexities of building. For example, a mortgage frequently 
contains several thousand words and recording fees often are 
based upon the length, whereas a uniform act proposed several 
years ago by the National Conference of Commissioners on Uni¬ 
form Laws and endorsed by the American Bar Association con¬ 
tained only 160 words.^" Perhaps more important than any 
saving on fees would be the clarification of mortgage provisions 
for the borrower. 

The lack of uniformity in foreclosure laws also disturbs home 
financing. Foreclosure costs vary widely in different states, and 
often constitute a fairly heavy item. It is the opinion of many 
real-estate interests that such costs, which must be taken ac¬ 
count of by intelligent lenders, are an appreciable handicap. 

(7) Legislative Disabilities 

{a) Building codes. Even the law aggravates the unfortu¬ 
nate conditions under which the building industry operates; 
a conspicuous example is furnished by the building codes of 
states, cities, and towns, which often entail a serious addition to 
cost. This matter is discussed in Chapter VIII. 

(6) Usury laws. The usury laws of some states are held by 
many critics to be detrimental to building, on the ground that 
they tend to divert credit into other channels of investment. 
The Committee on Finance of the President’s Conference de¬ 
voted considerable attention to their operation. It noted that in 
New Hampshire, where a maximum statutory rate of interest 
had been in effect for over one hundred years, money flowed 
out of the state in 1921 “ at such a rapid rate that the Legisla¬ 
ture rescinded the statutory maximum and has not found it 

20 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. II, p. 11. 
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necessary to restore it since then.” The Committee urged a 
study of usury and maximum interest rates as related to mort¬ 
gages and the rescinding of usury laws in relation to second 
mortgages, with proper safeguards in the public interest, ex¬ 
pressing the opinion that such action would tend to bring addi¬ 
tional money into the second-mortgage market. 

Usury legislation has been widely condemned by conservative 
real-estate interests on this ground, and because it increases the 
cost of credit to the home owner. A prominent authority on 
second-mortgage financing has said: 

“ It is clear, therefore, that statutory maximums do not provide 
money at that rate, hut, instead, hamper the investment borrowers 
of second mortgages and land contracts and compel them to resort 
to indirection often unlawful in itself or to pay the high costs of 
usury penalty hazards. . . . 

“ Thus has usury legislation in investment loans made the sec¬ 
ond mortgage and land contract business a discount business with 
added cost to the borrower and no more profits for the lender, 
since the additional cost goes to the middleman.” 

(c) Tax legislation. Tax legislation imposes a further bur¬ 
den upon building. Since taxes are an important factor in rent¬ 
als, it is evident that unduly heavy taxation on real estate 
operates directly to discourage speculative building or the con¬ 
struction of dwellings to rent. 

It has long been complained that an unfairly large propor¬ 
tion of the state and local tax burden has been placed upon real 
estate. In many states from 60 to 90 per cent of state and local 
taxes are so derived- Thus, in 1930 nearly 69 per cent of the 
total tax bill of the State of New York, amounting to $1,141,- 
000,000, was derived from real property, notwithstanding the 
fact that New York has many franchise and other special taxes, 
such as the inheritance tax and the stock transfer tax, which 

21 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. II, p. 41. 

22 Keep, S. N., “Second Mortgages and Land Contracts in B.eal Estate 
Financing,” (Prentice-Hall, Inc., New York, 1928), pp. 72-73. 



162 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 


yield a substantial revenue. The proportion of local taxes in 
New York State derived from real estate is much larger, aver¬ 
aging about 90 per cent in recent years. This is brought out by 
Table 28. 

In Massachusetts in 1931 more than 64* per cent of all direct 
taxes for state, county, and municipal purposes were derived 
from real estate. In Rhode Island, more than 75 per cent of 
the local taxes are so obtained, and in Connecticut real property 
is credited with bearing 60 per cent of the cost of govern¬ 
ment. In Iowa, real estate, while contributing only 26 per 
cent of the total yearly income of the residents, pays nearly 
90 per cent of all local and state taxes.^® These instances 
are more or less indicative of conditions in the country as a 
whole. 

The North Carolina Tax Commission found, in the case of 
584 parcels of residential property, that taxes absorbed 34% 
per cent of the rent, before taxes. The percentages of the rental 
thus absorbed by taxes on urban property in certain states are 
reported by one investigator as follows: 



Years 

Per cent 

Arkansas . 

. 1923-25 

17.1 

Colorado . 

. 1926 

27.1 

Indiana . 

. 1922-23 

30.6 

Iowa . 

. 1927 

31.3 

North Carolina. 

. 1927 

29.5 

Pennsylvania . 

. 1924-25 

20.9 

South Dakota . 

. 1922-26 

29.9 

Virginia . 

. 1926 

16.0 

Washington . 

. 1924-26 

31.7 


This heavy burden has in recent years received increasing 
comment and attention from real estate and other organizations 
and from public authorities; the messages of state governors 

23 Message of Governor Turner to Iowa Legislature (United States Daily, 
Supplement, February 16, 1931). 

24 Coombs, Whitney, “Taxes on Farm Property.” Quoted from “The 
President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership,” VoL II, 
p. 104. 
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have particularly emphasized it, and in 1931 those of at least 
a dozen governors did so.®® 

( 5 ) Consumer Disabilities 

Some of the most unsettling conditions in the building in¬ 
dustry are chargeable to the owner himself. In the last analysis 

TABLE 28 

Proportion op Local Taxes in the State of New York Raised 
PROM THE General Property Tax,® 1913-1930 





Per cent 


Total 

Raised 

raised through 


local 

through general 

general 


taa^ 

property tax 

property tax ® 


(Millions of Dollars) 


1913 

284 

268 

94 

1914 

240 

225 

94 

1915 

258 

243 

94 

1916 

266 

251 

94 

1917 

301 

284 

94 

1918 

325 

300 

92 

1919 

348 

315 

91 

1920 

390 

347 

89 

1921 

454 

409 

90 

1922 

470 

430 

91 

1923 

503 

458 

91 

1924 

537 

488 

91 

1925 

577 

520 

90 

1926 

630 

567 

90 

1927 

688 

632 

92 

1928 

764 

696 

91 

1929 

820 

741 

90 

1930 

884 

796 

90 


(а) State of New York, ‘‘Annual Report of the State Tax Commission, 
1930 ” (J, B, Lyon Company, Albany, 1931), pp. 60-63. 

(б) The general property tax covers both real property and tangible per¬ 
sonal property, but in recent years personal property has yielded less than 
li per cent of the total taxes provided under the general property tax. 

The decline in the ratio of general property taxes to total is explained by 
the imposition of neW taxes, such as excise taxes, or by increased revenue from 
some of these other forms of taxation. 

25 National Real Estate Journal, March 16, 1931, p. 14. 
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he determines the character of the house and to a large extent 
its cost. 

(a) LacJc of knowledge. A fundamental difficulty is that too 
often the purchaser knows very little about his problem. Al¬ 
though the home in many cases represents the largest single 
investment he ever makes, he ordinarily buys or builds but once, 
and has little opportunity to master details. Too often he bases 
his decision on some feature that makes a superficial appeal. 
It is a proverb in the real-estate business that “a $75 gadget 
sells a $7500 house.” A breakfast nook, a laundry chute, or 
some other novelty outweighs such fundamental considerations 
as sound construction or proper insulation. 

“ Men are lured, by what seems attractive, to make important 
decisions, and live to regret their choice. . . . Many families 
would be better satisfied with their houses if they used more dis¬ 
crimination in picking out good ones, and did not ‘ fall ’ for 
showy features — or, in effect, demand them, even when they may 
have been provided at the expense of items they later find they 
really need,, or of shoddy structures that quickly deteriorate and 
multiply the owner’s repair bills."® . . . 

“ The things that catch the eye, the things that other people are 
having, the black-tiled bathroom, the electric refrigeration, the 
new types of equipment in dining-room and pantry and elsewhere 
— these are the things that the average home buyer and home 
builder thinks about and on which he — or rather she — places 
emphasis. These are things that cost money — as we have seen, 
from 40% to 50% of the cost of the house is not in the building 
itself but in the things that go into that building.” 

(b) Insistence on iTidividuality. Despite his lack of knowl¬ 
edge, the owner-builder frequently demands an individuality 
of design that is unknown in the case of many products. He 
accepts an automobile or a radio exactly like his neighbor’s, 
and buys his clothing and shoes ready-made; but he insists on 
expressing his personal ideas in the construction of his dwelling. 

28 Taylor, J. S., “Address before the N. A. R. E. B.,” p, 3. 

27 Housing, December, 1930, p. 264. 



165 


DISABILITIES 

Such insistence should not be condemned, but it is sometimes 
carried to absurd lengths. A striking example is found in the 
multiplicity of sizes and styles of many items which could easily 
be standardized, although the bulk of the demand is for a com¬ 
paratively limited number. Until recently there were nearly 
600 styles and sizes of window sash,°® 1S5 varieties of metal 
lath, 480 sizes of paint brushes, and lOlS different sizes and 
varieties of plumbing traps. Much has been accomplished 
through the Division of Simplified Practice of the Department 
of Commerce in inducing manufacturers to cut down the num¬ 
ber of such items. In some cases the reductions have been drastic. 
Selected instances are given in Table 29. 

Practically all authorities declare that the buyer’s insistence 
upon individuality and variety is one of the major disabilities 
in the building industry. It does not seem, on the whole, very 
formidable; such insistence would quickly disappear if a house 
were a truly modern product, handled as the automobile is 
handled; it is the present condition of the industry that per¬ 
mits, if it does not enforce, individuality. Yet individuality in 
the home is not to be lost or even impaired in the future; rather 
the individual choice of the owner, now applied to design and 
construction, will be transferred to other things, such as his 
library or his garden or other features expressive of his spiritual 
ideals. Individuality will and should remain the predominating 
factor. 

(c) Insistence on speed. The owner’s insistence on speed has 
been held responsible for a vast amount of poor construction; 
it directly encourages unreasonable demands by labor upon the 
contractor.^® 

(d) Concentration of leasing dates. A highly disorganizing 
influence, more far-reaching than is generally recognized, is 
the widespread concentration of leasing dates into one or two 
periods or even one or two single days of the year. The desig- 

28 GrieSj John M., “ New Materials, Processes and Standardization, in 

“ Housing Problems in America,” 1923, Vol. IX, p. 57. . „ 

29 Haber, William, “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry, p. 51. 
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29 

Reduction" in Number of Types or Varieties op Various Build¬ 
ing Materials as a Result op Simplified Practice 
Recommendations ® 



Reduction 

in 

Per cent 


Number of Varieties 

reduction 

Common brick . 

From 

44 

To 

1 

98 

Vitrified paving brick. 

66 

6 

91 

Rough and smooth face brick.. 

76 

2 

97 

Concrete building units . 

115 

14 

88 

Structural slate for plumbing and 

sanitary purposes . 

827 

138 

83 

Roofing slate . 

98 

49 

50 

Iron and steel roofing. 

292 

179 

39 

Metal lath. 

125 

29 

76 

Brass lavatory and sink traps. 

1,114 

76 

93 

Range boilers and expansion tanks .. 

130 

13 

90 

Wrought-iron and wrought-steel 

pipes, valves, and pipe fittings 

Sizes of valves and fittings. 

20,000 19,238 

4 

Sizes of pipes. 

62 

49 

21 


(a) Division of Simplified Practice, Bureau of Standards, USDC. In many 
cases these figures appear to represent acceptances of the Division’s recom¬ 
mendations rather than permanent achievement. Bulletin, October 1, 1930. 

nation of May 1st or October 1st as “ moving day ” is common 
in many large cities. Many persons associate this custom merely 
with the difficulty of securing a moving van or with the extra 
cost of moving on these particular days. As a matter of fact, 
these aspects, while important to the individual, are in the ag¬ 
gregate almost insignificant as compared with the broader 
effects. The custom of wholesale moving on a given day dis¬ 
organizes the entire industry, from the building contractor and 
the landlord to the sawmiU operator, and involves not only pro¬ 
ducers of raw materials, but labor, architects, and even the 
bankers who finance the home. Its effects are aggravated since 
it necessitates rush work on painting, papering, and repairs 
just when there is an active demand for labor for new con- 














CHART 33- 


EffECTS OF UNIFORM LEASlNB DATES ON ELECTRIC AND TELEPHONE 
INSTALLATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES, IN SELECTED YEARS 

Redrawn from report of Committee of President’s Conference on 
Unemployment: Seasonal Operation in Construction Industry 


NUMBER or CONTRACTS SIGNED WEEKLY FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE IN CHICAGO 
WITH THE COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY,rOfi YEARS I92Z AND 1923 



NUMBER OF SUBSCRIBERS IN RICHMOND,VA. HAVIN6 
TELEPHONES MOVED MONTHLY 1921,1922 AND 1923 
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struction. It puts a particular strain upon telephone companies 
and electric light and other public service agencies. (See 
Chart 33.) 

Some of the injurious effects of such concentration of leas¬ 
ing dates have been described by one agency as follows: 

Adds greatly to the cost of moving owing to abnormal demand 
upon available facilities. 

Compels rush work on repairing and renovating, sometimes at 
overtime rates, thus increasing rents. 

Brings rush orders on home furnishing establishments. 

Causes seasonal peaks in maintenance costs. 

Results in hurried work at added cost on new dwellings in order 
to complete them before the moving date, thus forcing up wages at 
the time and accentuating unemployment later. 

Creates a large number of vacancies at a single period instead 
of distributing them during the year. 

Makes the renting business unstable and thus reacts unfavor¬ 
ably upon financing. 

Creates needless friction all along the line with resultant civic 
disadvantages. 

This concentration is partly attributable to school and vaca¬ 
tion schedules, which makes it more difficult to reduce this par¬ 
ticular confusion and waste. 

MISCELLANEOUS DISABILITIES 

The accident hazard, extremely high in frequency and sever¬ 
ity (see Table 30), is partly chargeable against management, 
but in view of the emphasis placed on accident prevention in 
recent years by employers’ organizations, it would be unfair to 
lay the major blame there. The indifference or carelessness of 
workers may be equally responsible. While the attendant in¬ 
jury and loss of life are of first importance, a significant addi¬ 
tion to the cost of construction is also involved. Under work¬ 
men’s compensation laws, this risk must be provided against 

Chicago Homes Economic Council, various leaflets. The Council was 
organized for the special purpose of securing a more uniform distribution of 
leasing dates throughout the year. 
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TABLE 30 


Accident Rates, Frequency and Severity, by Industries, 1929 “ 


Industry 

Frequency ^ 

Severity 

Mining . 

. 74..4.3 

9.99 

Meat packing. 

. 55.94 

1.47 

Construction . 

. 50.41 

4.62 

Refrigeration. 

. 43.35 

3.04 

Tanning and leather .*. 

. 31.35 

1.60 

Foundry . 

. 30.30 

1.73 

Electric railways . 

. 29.75 

1.93 

Metal forming. 

. 29.71 

1.67 

Ceramic . 

. 28.93 

1.07 

Paper and pulp. 

. 28.43 

1.77 

Petroleum . 

. 26.78 

2.49 

Quarry . 

. 26.71 

6.11 

Non-ferrous milling and smelting. 

. 23.16 

2.71 

Public utilities . 

. 22.58 

3.13 

Automobile . 

. 22.17 

0.97 

Railway car and equipment. 

. 21.88 

2.20 

Food . 

. 21.07 

1.50 

Machinery . 

. 18.91 

1.11 

Steel . 

. 18.13 

2.75 

Glass products . 

. 17.70 

0.80 

Chemical . 

. 17.50 

1.72 

Laundry . 

. 12.78 

1.53 

Printing and publishing. 

. 12.23 

0.67 

Textile . 

. 11.82 

0.58 


(а) “Accident Facts —1930” (National Safety Council, Chicago, 1930), 
p. 56. 

(б) Accident frequency rate is the number of lost-time accidents per one 
million man-hours worked. 

(c) Accident severity rate is the number of days lost per one thousand 
man-hours worked. 

by insurance. In 1920 the total premiums paid by construction 
interests to insurance companies for compensation and liability 
insurance were estimated at $30,000,000, and the total eco¬ 
nomic loss from this hazard, insured and uninsured, at $120,- 
000,000.®^ One authority has estimated that the cost of insur- 

31 Federation of American Engineering Societies, “Waste in Industry,” 
p. 23. 
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ance of all kinds represents 7 per cent of the total cost of 
construction.®^ The ratio for dwelling-houses is doubtless con¬ 
siderably less.®® 

The complex problems described in this chapter are not 
peculiar to the United States, but prevail the world over. A 
British architect estimates that of a total normal annual ex¬ 
penditure of £300,000,000 on building, £30,000,000, is wasted 
by bad management, lack of system, and out-of-date methods. 
He asserts that in his country there is too often a hit-or-miss 
policy, and cites as an illustration the common practice of 
furnishing original drawings to a contractor without detailed 
specifications, e.g. for piping; the result is that a contractor 
goes ahead, only to find later that he must cut away masonry 
in order to make provision for piping — a wasteful process that 
sometimes adds as much as 30 per cent to the cost of brickwork. 

Conditions in Great Britain are frequently so represented as 
to make those in the United States appear favorable by com¬ 
parison. The architect just quoted contended that “ in the more 
spacious and less trammeled air of Canada and the United 
States, where experiment is the rule and ‘ stand pat ’ the ex¬ 
ception, the building industry has known little or nothing of 
the discouragement and waste that are the product of rigid 
and obsolete regulations.” He stressed the great economies that 
have resulted from standardization in the United States and 
Canada, where he pictured building operations as proceeding 
with almost time-table smoothness and expedition. 


32 Marshall, Gen. R. C., Jr., “Housing Problems in America,” 1923, Vol. 

IX, p. 15. . , ^ 

33 As an illustration of the heavy cost of insurance on certain classes of 
construction, the following premium rates may be cited: 

4 per cent of payroll in building chimneys in Ohio. 

7.8 per cent of payroll for structural ironwork in Ohio. 

83 per cent of payroll for structural ironwork in New York City. 

Rates on demolition work sometimes run even higher. (Stewart, Ethelbert, 
U, S. Commissioner of Labor Statistics, “ Accidents in the Construction Indus¬ 
try,” address before the Twelfth Annual Industrial Safety Congress, Syracuse, 
1929, pp. 1-2.) 

84 Bossom, Alfred C., “Wasting £30,000,000 a Year” (The National Re- 
view, September, 1931, pp- 330-337). 
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The comparison with American construction may have been 
intended to apply to large projects like office buildings or great 
apartment-houses, where highly efficient methods of construc¬ 
tion have been attained. So far as ordinary dwelling-houses are 
concerned it is safe to say that most American building au¬ 
thorities would discount this comparison as flattery. It suggests 
the old proverb that the sails on the distant boat seem white and 
trim while those on our own are dirty and torn. 



CHAPTER V 


The Organization of the Building Industry 


f-II-|HE evolution the building art is a fascinating 

part of the study of anthropology and archae¬ 
ology. In foraging and hunting, man came into 
most intimate touch with all vegetable and animal 
JUl- growth, the physical properties of wood and 
grasses, of the skins and hair and bones of animals; stone and 
mineral substances surrounded him. Thus came almost by in¬ 
tuition his knowledge of the-strength of materials and of how 
to combine them for the shelter which he sought. Naturally, too, 
his technique of tools began in cutting and shaping wood and 
stone to fit into his prospective house. One of the most startling 
things which archaeology brings to our attention is the similar¬ 
ity of the ancient wood-working and masonry tools to those 
still in use in building construction today. 

Since man’s first tools were adapted to the handling of trac¬ 
table material only, it is perfectly natural that his early con¬ 
structions were of wood. Since then, except for the earliest 
abodes, the cave, the leaf-woven tree house, and the simplest 
forked-stick tent, his construction has developed along two 
lines, timber framing and masonry. Although there have been 
some large edifices of wood, the larger building construction 
has in general developed in masonry and substitutes, while 
timber has become more and more the material of domestic use 
only. 

Early wooden houses are represented by the hut of the Ba 
Venda, the Long House of the Iroquois, the slab house of the 
Puget Sound Indians or the Maori, and the cruck house of the 
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Saxons. There is great similarity between these and present- 
day wooden houses. The Ba Venda, for example, build a frame¬ 
work, both structural and lathing, of suitable sizes of trees and 
branches. Fastenings are made with available materials, prin¬ 
cipally vegetable thongs. A plaster of mud forms the finish. 
The construction principle is largely that of post and lintel 
in a concealed form. In spite of the domelike shape of the hut, 
the branches forming the dome act only as arched beams. The 
same was true of the Iroquois Long House. When man was able 
to shape heavier pieces of timber, he used his wood in what was 
more strictly beam construction. Thus the planks of the Puget 
Sound Indians spanned relatively long spaces. Thus, too, the 
cruck frames of the Saxons supported purlins and rafters. 
Fastenings were still crude. A little later man learned to notch 
timbers, drill holes, and make wooden pegs, and in this stage 
of development we may put the early American wooden houses 
of relatively heavy framing and the contemporary Japanese 
houses, relatively light. From these to the nailed wooden frame 
of today is but a short step. Half-timbering represents no de¬ 
parture. It is merely another way of applying the old mud 
plaster of the Ba Venda, Today we use Portland cement stucco 
or gypsum or Hme plaster to replace mud but the change is not 
radical — we have only found a more effective substitute ma¬ 
terial. Wood framing itself has shown remarkably little change 
over a long period. 

As soon as we consider a great civilization, we find masonry. 
The plains of Mesopotamia and the region of the Nile afforded 
the means for the manufacture of sun-dried brick; the earliest 
masonry houses, for instance, were of the adobe type. Bricks 
were laid dry and gradually coalesced by action of the elements, 
the result being not very different from that of the rammed- 
earth house. Even when natural brick became common, few 
peoples were so poor in wood that floor construction was not 
still of timber framing. When wood was too rare, a corbelled 
arch was used, a cumbersome structural method involving much 
waste space and material. Unfortunately, wood disintegrates 
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to such an extent that we are unable to say whether the many 
roofless houses of archaeological research were framed with 
wooden or with corbelled ceilings. 

From sun-dried to artificially burned brick was but a step. 
But burned brick had new properties of hardness and glaze 
that did not allow nature to fuse the masonry. So man sup¬ 
plied mortar, and the house of brick with mortar joints, usually 
with wooden floors, became almost as common as the wooden 
house. This development, though later than the completely 
evolved wooden frame, like it, has changed relatively little for 
many centuries. 

Meanwhile, methods for constructing much larger buildings 
steadily developed and improved. While here and there stone 
was used as a domestic building material, it has rather been 
the material of larger buildings whose importance and perma¬ 
nence warranted the effort of masonry. Up to the time of the 
Homans, the builders in stone employed the principles of wooden 
construction, and the only principle they knew was that of the 
post and lintel, although sometimes a corbelled or false arch 
was employed. Stone used as post and lintel has definite span¬ 
ning limits of around twelve feet. Even the Greeks, with all 
their subtlety of design based on modules and entasis, were 
unable to pass the barrier of the limiting span of stone; 
thus Greek rooms were perforce relatively small or else full 
of columns. 

The development of the dome by the Romans permitted a 
new use of stone and the provision of wide interior spaces. This 
engineering idea and that of the arch were perhaps the greatest 
construction achievements of all time. From them spring di¬ 
rectly the barrel vault of the basilica, the simple Romanesque 
vault, and finally the lofty and complex vaulting of the Gothic. 
After the Gothic period construction stood still for centuries 
until a new material, steel, permitted the revival of post-and- 
hntel construction on a much more flexible basis of span, and 
another material, concrete, permitted new arches, domes, and 
vaults of a kind unknown to the Gothic builders. The Romans 
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had known concrete, but the principle of reinforcing this con¬ 
crete with steel rods added the new and required flexibility. 

None of these great construction achievements had much 
effect on the construction of the house. Roman houses were not 
often domed nor Gothic houses usually vaulted. Man pursued 
his domestic arts in the old, old ways. In our own day there have 
been efforts to frame houses like skyscrapers, and serious at¬ 
tempts to take advantage of the alluring properties of rein¬ 
forced concrete. They have not progressed far enough to make 
any serious differences in the traditional methods. If we rightly 
read the past, we may conclude that mankind is unlikely to 
improve the building of the detached house with ideas drawn 
from the construction of great churches, castles, or other public 
edifices. If we are to improve upon the home of our predeces¬ 
sors, we must forget large projects of masonry and great carry¬ 
ing strength and apply ourselves to the special problem of the 
multitude of small homes, each with its own unique opportunity 
to the occupant for expressing his individual spirit. 

While developments in materials and methods were taking 
place in the building industry, there were necessarily con¬ 
comitant changes in technique. Primitive peoples built their 
houses communally and on the whole easily. There were tradi¬ 
tions, skiUed trades, even jurisdiction. Thus for religious rea¬ 
sons women were not permitted to work on the roof, or re¬ 
quired to. Among many African tribes all craft work in 
connection with the house was reserved for special groups of 
males. But the materials were cut near at hand and expedi¬ 
tiously put together with a minimum of labor. Primitive man 
always scorns to do any more labor than he must- 

With the first advances of civilization, slavery became com¬ 
mon. Captives were impressed in droves into the building opera¬ 
tions. Slavery did not require a particularly efiicient organiza¬ 
tion of the task, but it did afford suflScient labor for the work 
to progress unceasingly. Slavery was later superseded by the 
religious building guilds who organized the labor, and still later 
the building-trades guilds took over this organization with the 
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motive of improving their lot as well as their product. Each 
new type of construction brought more complicated problems 
of management — the use of materials from a wider region 
necessitating more routing of them to the site, the need for men 
of varying skills and hence craft. In the Middle Ages these 
requirements might be met inefficiently without serious effect on 
the underlying economic philosophy* Economic organization of 
today cannot brook such inefficiency; if it exists, it is a cancer 
on the public weal. 

In our own day the problems of building are perhaps more 
complex than they have ever been before. There are in general 
two different types of problems, one of which we have solved 
reasonably w^ell and the other of which lies unsolved and a chal¬ 
lenge to every serious engineer. The first applies to the large 
building. This in most cases, as in apartments, schools, and 
office buildings, houses a large number of units within a single 
building shell The second applies to the individual small house 
or other building. Both types involve the coordination of a 
large volume and diversity of materials; but the first assembles 
these materials into large numbers of single units which together 
comprise one large integral building unit, while the second as¬ 
sembles the same materials into a multiplicity of small struc¬ 
tures. Naturally the second problem is the more difficult. Small 
wonder that it has not been solved as readily as the first; small 
wonder, too, that less thought has been given it. The profits 
from a single large enterprise are apparent, those from a scat¬ 
tered grouping of small units less obvious. But all this does 
not palliate the failure to cope with the situation. 

The problem of organization relative to the large building 
has been solved with a fair degree of success, although con¬ 
tinued research is needed in materials, planning, routing, and 
relations with labor. The solution has come about in a natural 
way; standardization, at least within the unit large enough to 
warrant it, has inevitably resulted from economical engineering 
and architectural design* But the same development in con¬ 
nection with the construction and architectural design of houses 
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has been long delayed. All over the land are houses — scattered, 
small, individual homes — and the complicated problem of 
what they ought to be seems to have been nobody’s job. No 
particular person or agency has here effected the standardiza¬ 
tion ever more pressingly demanded. 

Through all the ages of which we have any historical record, 
the building industry seems to have accounted for about the 
same proportion of the general group organization and effort, 
though obviously varying somewhat with the seasons, climate, 
and social development. A tenth to a fifth of man’s time has, 
roughly speaking, been devoted to the prosecution of this im¬ 
portant art. Statistical studies of the industry reveal its present 
size, but in other regards it has developed strangely little. 

As w'e have already seen, the present-day structure of the 
homes of America and countries of similar civilization has 
changed but slightly for centuries; it is still a complex of many 
different materials, cut, shaped, and otherwise manufactured 
from the rough, mostly upon the building site — and fitted to¬ 
gether as of old by the cut-try-and-cut-again method. Similarly, 
the organization of the industry harks back to the guilds of the 
Middle Ages for its general form and character, this notwith¬ 
standing our greatly increased knowledge of raw materials, the 
markedly altered housing demands of our increasing group 
living, and the sweeping changes which have occurred in the 
technique and organization of most other industries during the 
past two hundred years. 

Let us now scrutinize more carefully the technique and or¬ 
ganization of this industry. This will not be easy, because the 
“ building industry ” does not represent a clear-cut entity like 
cotton goods manufacturing or steel making, where all opera¬ 
tions are handled by a single establishment; instead, it is a 
heterogenous aggregation of a large number of more or less 
related industries. It has, indeed, been called the most disor¬ 
ganized industry in the country next to agriculture.^ 

Building is essentially a fabricating industry; the builder 

1 See p. 535* 
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“ manufactures ” the house. But building is sharply distin¬ 
guished from most other manufacturing industries. In the first 
place, the manufacturing process is not conducted by a perma¬ 
nent labor force at great central plants, from which the finished 
product is shipped out in large quantities to its destination. 
The average manufacturer ships a finished product from his 
factory to the consumer, or at least to a wholesaler or retailer; 
the builder has no factory. He dumps his raw materials on the 
site and there employs a number of workmen, who bring their 
own tools,® to form and place the materials by hand. In this 
respect he has far more in common with the itinerant scissors 
grinder than with the manufacturer of cotton goods or of 
automobiles. His steam shovels, concrete mixers, wheelbarrows, 
ladders, and various other equipment all have to be shifted from 
one location to another, and likewise his materials. Not only is 
there enormous waste of time and effort, but a considerable part 
of his equipment, such as concrete forms, staging, and similar 
items, is scrapped at the end of each piece of work. 

Many builders have no stable labor force at aU comparable 
with the force in a cotton mill or a boot and shoe factory. They 
frequently recruit their workers, or a large proportion of them, 
for each job. Furthermore, in most building construction the 
work is not handled by modern large-scale efficient methods, 
where different operations are planned and coordinated, but is 
instead a “ small-shop,” hit-or-miss affair. 

In the erection of great office structures or large apartment- 
houses the work is often planned and routed with precision. 
In the construction of a great New York skyscraper, for in¬ 
stance, every detail of the work is arranged far in advance; 
practically every piece of material has a designated place; 
materials are delivered with clocklike regularity; the equipment 
is modern and the methods of erection are efficient. In some 
large-scale construction of single houses the builder likewise has 
a more or less permanent organization and the work is care- 

^ The contractor may, of course, supply a few larger tools, such as a con- 
crett mis:er. 
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fully planned. But even where a great number of dwellings are 
produced by a single builder in one development, each struc¬ 
ture is really a separate job, and its manufacture cannot fairly 
be compared to that of standardized units characteristic of 
many factory-made products. 

Large-scale operations in dwelling-house construction, fur¬ 
thermore, provide only a minor part of the country’s housing.* 
A high proportion of builders erect only a single house, or at 

TABLE 31 


Classification of Building Contractors, and of all Subconteac 
TORS, Handling More Than $25,000 of Business Each 

IN 1929, BY Size “ 


Volume of 

Building 


Sub¬ 


business 

contractors ® 

Per cent 

contractors ® 

Per cent 

$25,000 — $ 49,999 

2,929 

26.9 

6,169 

40.9 

50,000 — 99,999 

3,078 

28.2 

4,620 

30.6 

100,000— 199,999 

2,263 

20.8 

2,480 

16.5 

200,000— 499,999 

1,614 

14.8 

1,334 

8.8 

500,000— 999,999 

569 

5.3 

314 

2.1 

1,000,000 and over 

428 

4.0 

164 

1.1 

Totals 

10,881 

100 

15,081 

100 


(а) “ Construction Industry — Summary for the United States,” p. 70. 

(б) Includes operative builders. 

(c) Apparently most of these subcontractors were engaged in building 
construction. 

best a very few houses, at any one time in any one neighborhood. 
A survey of the construction industry of the United States 
made for the first time by the Bureau of the Census in 1980 
showed that of 10,881 contractors doing a business of more 
than $^5,000 in 19^9, more than 6000, or 55 per cent, reported 
a volume of less than $100,000. The average volume reported 
by 2455 of the contractors engaged in residential construction 
exclusively was almost exactly $100,000. For 5484! building 

3 The Committee on large-scale operations of the President’s Conference 
held that “mass production has become the typical method in present-day 
house building.” This conclusion hardly seems in line with the large number of 
small contractors reported by the Census. (The President s Conference on 
Home Bmlding and Home Ownership, Vol. Ill, p. 68.) 
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contractors doing a business of less than $25,000 in 1929 (this 
number representing only 20 per cent of the number of active 
contractors in this size group) the average value of the output 
was only $10,971.* Table 31 presents a classification of larger 
concerns by volume of business done; Chart 34 gives a distri¬ 
bution by states. Data gathered by the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in 1932 covering approximately 10,000 estab¬ 
lishments engaged in building construction showed an average 
of only 8 employees per establishment.® As a further indication 
of the small size of many contracting or subcontracting estab¬ 
lishments, Table 32 shows the number of employees per firm in 
certain branches of building in Ohio. 

Building, as we have said, is distinctly a non-integrated in¬ 
dustry, Instead of there being single organizations to purchase 
the land, manufacture the materials, handle the financing, and 
attend to the construction, these operations are divided among 
different sub-groups which are often as disorganized as the 
work of construction itself. A special difficulty arises from the 
fact that these sub-groups, instead of working together to pro¬ 
duce the best house practically obtainable at minimum cost, are 
interested primarily in promoting the use of their own particu¬ 
lar products or services. This “ sub-group consciousness,” as it 
has been called, is one of the outstanding ills of the industry. 

In brief, instead of great central establishments at the top, 
coordinating the other branches and producing the final product 
in quantity and ready for delivery to the consumer, we have a 
local builder who is often the final agent, conducting what may 
be termed a retail business of erecting a few houses annually. 

The difference in this respect between the building industry 
and others of comparable size may be seen in Chart 35, which 
shows for each of a number of important industries, first, the 
number of establishments, and second, the annual value of the 
output per establishment. In the case of residential building as 

* USDC, Bureau of the Census, “ Construction Industry — Summary for 
the United States” (GPO, Washington, 1933), pp. 70 and 168. 

® USBLS, “ Trend of Employment, July, 1933,” p. 22. 
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NUMBER OF CONTRACTORS PER 100,000 POPULATION REPORTING 
CONSTRUCTION WORK VALUEP'AT$25,000 OR MORE IN THE 
VARIOUS STATES OF THE UNITED STATES: 1929 


Redrawn from Char^” by Bureau of the Census 
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TABLE 32 

Average Number of Employees Per Contracting Firm in Certain 
Branches of the Building Industry of Ohio “ 



General 

Plastering 

and 

Plumbing 

and 

Painting 

and 

Year 

contracting ^ 

lathing 

steam-fitting 

decorating 

1911- 

18.3 

12.2 

' 10.2 

9.7 

1915 

16.3 

9.1 

9.7 

6.7 

1916 

30.8 

11.1 

9.6 

6.7 

1917 

21.3 

8.5 

9.0 

6.3 

1918 

17.9 

17.3 

7.6 

5.7 

1919 

14.6 

5.1 

7.9 

6.1 

1920 

17.7 

7.0 

8.2 

5.6 

1921 

11.2 

6.9 

7.5 

5.0 

1922 

12.2 

7.1 

7.9 

5.7 

1923 

12.3 

7.8 

9.1 

5.3 

1924 

10.6 

7.3 

8.2 

4.1 


(а) Watkins, Ralph J., “ The Construction Industry in Ohio.” (Published 
by the Ohio State University Bureau of Business Research, 1926), Table VI, 
opp. p. 10. 

(б) This may include general contractors in other classes of construction. 

an industry there are so many establishments which do less than 
$25,000 worth of work per year that these are shown plotted in 
dotted lines above the actual number of establishments doing 
more than $25,000 each, which appear in solid lines. The an¬ 
nual value per establishment in the building industry has been 
based only on establishments doing more than $25,000 worth of 
work annually; if that value were to be computed on all estab¬ 
lishments, including those doing less than $25,000 per year, 
the ordinate would be almost invisible. 

The materials are often delivered half-finished, with a con¬ 
sequent excessive waste in handling and re-handling; the use of 
labor-saving devices is the exception. 

This method of itinerant manufacture on the spot, wuth more 
or less itinerant labor, and with materials only partially 
prepared for incorporation into the process of construction, 
sharply differentiates the dwelling-house industry from most of 
the other major manufacturing industries of the country. It is 
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a fundamental distinction, the disadvantages of which may be 
traced tlsrough the entire process of construction. In recent 
years factory-made or read 5 '-cut ” houses have been produced 
by a few organizations, but in the main the manufacture of 
dwelling-houses is conducted on the spot by a great number of 
individual concerns, most of which aie small, in the manner 
just described. 

Another characteristic of the building industry is that the 
w'ork of assembling the various parts of the house at the site 
is not, as a rule, performed by a single organization but is par¬ 
celed out by the owner among a number of contractors, each 
specializing on a particular feature ^ or, if the owner deals di¬ 
rectly with only one general contractor, the latter “ farms out ” 
or sublets certain portions of the w’ork to other contractors. 

Tlie subcontractor has thus become a distinct factor in build¬ 
ing construction to an extent unknown in most major indus¬ 
tries. In the case of large building projects, such as a great 
office-building, the general contractor sometimes sublets aU 
parts of the work; in ordinary dwelling-house construction he 
usually engages the labor for and directly supervises certain 
portions of the w'ork, such as excavation and rough carpentry. 
The installation of plumbing, heating, and electrical equip¬ 
ment is usually turned over to subcontractors. While there is 
no rigid rule, the prevailing practice in dw'elling-house con¬ 
struction is about as follows: 


Worh ordinarily Work usually done by other contractors, 

done by the gen- either directly for the owner or under 

eral contractor subcontract 


Excavation 
Foundations 
BricUaying 
Stone masonry 
Carpentry 
Wood inisb 


Structural iron work 
Ornaraental iron work 
Roofing 
Plumbing 

Steamfitting and heating 
Lathing 


Plastering 

Tiling 

Electrical work 
Painting 

Metal sash and glazing 
Shades and screens 


In some cases hardwood flooring is done by the general con¬ 
tractor; in others it is sublet. A further idea of the varia- 
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tion in practice is afforded by Chart 36. This is by no means a 
complete exposition of a complicated procedure, and there are 
wide variations in different sections of the country. 

The employment of subcontractors also shows considerable 
variation as between different types of work. In the District of 
Columbia in 1929, according to the Census, plumbing contrac¬ 
tors did between 20 and 25 per cent of their work directly for 
owners, w’hereas contractors engaged in electric and elevator 
installation did approximately 97 per cent of it under sub¬ 
contract. 

Special mention should be made of the speculative, or, as he 
is often called, “ operative ’’ builder, who erects buildings 
without orders from a specific purchaser; a large amount of 
dwelling-house construction is so handled. Such building 
is often connected with the promotion of development 
schemes, and too often results in housing of a distinctly low 
standard.® 

Operative builders, like general contractors, may sublet por¬ 
tions of the work, although in many cases they directly conduct 
the greater part of it; they are much more important in some 
sections of the country than in others. Thus they represent a 
substantial percentage of the total number of builders in the 
District of Columbia, and in several central states, whereas in 
certain New England states and several South Atlantic ones 
none was reported by the Census survey; ^ of 30,597 establish¬ 
ments doing a construction business of more than $25,000 in 

8 The Census treats the terms “ operative builder ” and “ speculative 
buUder” as practically synonymous. The Committee on Construction of the 
President’s Conference, however, considers an operative builder as one who 
purdiases and develops an entire tract of land, installing the various utilities 
as well as building the houses, allowing the home purchaser some choice in the 
design and construction, whereas it defines a speculative builder as one who 
“ usually constructs a number of houses as a finished product,” the purchaser 
being compelled to accept the builder’s ideas except perhaps for certain por¬ 
tions of the interior decoration. (The President’s Conference on Home Building 
and Home Ownership, Vol. V, p. 88.) 

1 The Census definition of an operative builder may not agree with that 
commonly used. In any case speculative building certainly represents much 
more than the indicated 2A per cent of the total volume. 
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1929, only 750, or 2.5 per cent, were classed as operative 
builders.® 

What lack of organization and a multiplicity of agencies 
mean in construction is shown from actual experience on a 
recent job: the numerous steps that must be taken, the miscel¬ 
laneous equipment that must be provided and brought to the 
site, the great number of materials that must be purchased, and 
the different negotiations that must be carried on. 

This job was the construction of a suburban residence cost¬ 
ing about $22,500. It was undertaken by a skilled general 
contractor of long experience. He handled the excavation, in¬ 
stallation of water, sewer, and gas and electric connections, the 
steel framing, wood framing, and rough and finish carpentry. 
Before starting actual work, he had to arrange for workmen’s 
liability insurance, secure a building permit, file plans and 
specifications, and make applications to the several proper au¬ 
thorities for installation of the various utilities. A temporary 
telephone service and a temporary water-supply had to be pro¬ 
vided, also temporary electric current for light and for opera¬ 
tion of power units. A temporary heating service was later re¬ 
quired for drying out plaster; if building had been done in 
cold weather such a service would have been needed while paint¬ 
ing and papering were in progress. Again, before starting 
construction work the general contractor had to provide a large 
amount of equipment outside of materials actually used in 
construction.® 

For the various parts of the w’ork the general contractor had 
to purchase a large variety of materials (ordinarily he would 
not have these in stock but would “ shop around ” in order to get 
the lowest prices possible . The contractor purchased a con¬ 
siderable part of these materials in small quantities as needed 

* While these figures covered all classes of construction, presumably nearly 
all of the operative builders were engaged in building construction. 

« The more important tools and materials of this sort are given in the 
Appendix, p. 351? most of them are regularly carried as part of the general 
contractor’s general equipment but have to be transported to each job. 

io A list of materials is given in the Appendix, p. 653. 
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in the course of the work. Such purchases necessitated frequent 
trips to or telephone calls on various dealers. The list for two 
selected months presented in Table S3 gives a fair idea of the 
variety and small size of such purchases, all of which of course 
had to be kept account of. In the great majority of cases each 
item represents a purchase from a separate dealer. On this job 
eighteen subcontractors were engaged.^^ 

TABLE 33 


List of Misceulakeous Puechases Mabe in Two Setectbb Months bt Geneeal 
CONTEACTOR IN BlJILDING A SiNGUK-FaMILT HoUSE 
December December 


5 

15 bbis, cement... 

$32.25 

18 

1 roll insulating paper 

2.25 


Copper wire nails. 

1.70 


3 rolls Bermico ....... 

3.75 

8 

Reinforcing rods. 

6.91 


16 Its, wire glass. 

2,58 

9 

6 d, cut finish nails- 

5.40 


12i lbs. putty ....- 

.69 


65 lbs. 8 d. nails. 

2.93 


Express . 

J6 


Miscellaneous. 

1.50 


1 keg 8 d. com. nails .. 

4.CX) 

10 

30 bags cement. 

16.13 


Paint pot . 

,25 


2 steel sash. 

7.00 


Copper flashing . 

1.88 


20 bags cement . 

10.75 


Sheet lead. 

.88 

11 

100 cu, ft. insulation .. 

20.00 


Coupling ... 

1,48 

12 

Lead, oil, turpentine .. 

9.53 

20 

30 cement blocks. 

$ 4.20 


6 joist hangers . 

5.30 

26 

Wallboard and boards . 

23.65 


5 brushes. 

1.95 

30 

Lumber . 

30.31 


23 ft. lead pipe. 

8.80 


Boards * .... 

170.00 


5 rolls Bermico. 

6.25 

March 



2 rolls insulating paper 

4.50 

1 

200 gal. fuel oil . 

16.00 


35 ft. asbestos paper .. 

2.80 

3 

lag scre-ws. 

.52 


10 lbs. roofing cement .. 

1.25 

6 

Nails . 

8.75 


2 kegs 8 d. com. nails .. 

7.60 

10 

1 brush . 

.35 


1 keg 20 d. nails. 

3.50 


250 gal. fuel oil. 

18.75 


2 thermometers . 

1.60 

11 

Drawer pulls and bolts 

5.65 

15 

20 ft. spruce. 

1.29 


7 rolls Bermico. 

8.75 


Pipe and bends for 



Sandpaper . 

.73 


drains. 

2.67 

20 

1 It. wire glass. 

.25 

16 

Lead flashing. 

.90 

23 

1 angle iron.. 

1.50 

17 

Pipe and drain bends . 

9.33 


2 bags lime . 

.90 





I bundle lath. 

1.12 




24 

Miscellaneous . 

1.97 





7i bbis. cement. 

16.14 




27 

1 push button . 

2.00 




28 

Bermico paper ... 

1.00 





Cesspool grate and ring 

7.50 




31 

Pipe, bends and cement 

19.22 





8 tons Blue Dust. 

24.00 





2 sets sash balances ... 

4.28 


ti See the Appendix, p. 555. 
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The general contractor is responsible for all subcontracting 
operations included in his contract. This necessitates a good 
deal of work on his part, as, for instance, the making of written 
contracts with subcontractors and arrangements for payments, 
and providing subcontractors with all necessary data, plans, 
specifications, and other details, not only of the particular sub¬ 
contractor’s work but of related work. The general contractor 
furthermore has to prepare a time schedule of the job and to 
notify the subcontractors a reasonable period in advance when 
to start their part of the work. If for any reason the subcon¬ 
tractors do not appear at the proper time, he must look them 
up. Moreover, the general contractor must check the work of 
subcontractors to see if it is according to specifications. In par¬ 
ticular he must determine whether there is any interference 
betw'een their work and his own later w'ork, for instance the 
existence of pipes projecting too far from the wall to permit 
paneling to be placed over them. He must also supervise at all 
times the making of the necessary alterations or cuttings for the 
installation of piping and other utilities, and must make sure 
that the subcontractors have the necessary permits and that 
their work is inspected by the proper authorities. The general 
contractor furthermore must aim to protect the subcontractors’ 
w'ork from damage by the work of other subcontractors or his 
own general contract work. Among minor responsibilities of the 
general contractor is the provision of storage room for the sub¬ 
contractors’ material and seeing that subcontractors do not 
overload floors with their own materials. 

It wdll be seen that the general contractor has a large number 
of miscellaneous responsibilities even in the case of subcontract 
work. His task in this respect is made more difficult because of 
interference due to weather conditions, accidents, and delays 
of one sort or another. For instance, in excavation work a steam 
shovel may damage some of the batter-boards, or over Sunday 
a foot of water may have accumulated at the bottom of the cel¬ 
lar, necessitating getting pumps into action; or the same rain 
may have resulted in a cave-in of one side of the excavated area, 
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requiring the bringing in of laborers to shovel out the accu¬ 
mulated earth. During the course of a day, a brief shower may 
come up which necessitates calling the men hurriedly together 
to cover cement and concrete work; the same shower may have 
saturated the sand so thoroughly that the general contractor 
will have to change his concrete mixture for the time being. 

Yet again, the architect or the owner may suddenly demand 
some change in design; such as the arrangement of a window, 
which necessitates undoing work already completed or studying 
plans and specifications to be sure that the change will not con¬ 
flict vdth some other part of the structure. For example, the 
owner may decide to run a steel beam across his garage ceiling 
w'hich necessitates a change in the hanging of the garage doors 
or in the arrangement of heating pipes. Ordinarily there is a 
good deal of cutting and fitting of doors, and not infrequently 
some major change or correction which compels a carpenter to 
make special measurements- 

No such interference wdth production at the whim of the pur¬ 
chaser is, or could be, tolerated in the manufacture of automo¬ 
biles, shoes, cotton goods, or any other standardized factory 
product. Under modern factory methods various preliminary 
stages of planning the numerous specific operations are co¬ 
ordinated to such an extent that there is, or should be, an even 
flow of work through the factory with a minimum of interrup¬ 
tion and delay. It would be intolerable in the manufacture of 
boots and shoes if the routing of the work should be held up 
while the employer rushed out to buy a gross of eyelets or lin¬ 
ings. Yet in the erection of an ordinary dwelling it is an almost 
daily occurrence for a workman to wait around while the con¬ 
tractor hurries to the hardware store for a box of screw’s of a 
given size or to the lumber yard for a few extra pieces of lumber. 

The effect of such lack of organization on the ultimate con¬ 
sumer is showm in Charts 37 and 38, which illustrate in diagram¬ 
matic form the process by which a consumer in a relatively 
small community might obtain in the one instance a house, and 
in the other instance an automobile. In each case the number 
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employers’ organizations 

Employers in the building trades are associated in various 
kinds of organizations.^® The important point is that these are 
non-profit associations, organized primarily for the exchange 
of information or for bettering conditions in the industry; they 
are not intended to fix the cost of construction or to influence 
directly the profits of contractors. While it is true that certain 
of them, especially those dealing in building materials, have at 
times attempted to fix prices, such action has been in the United 
States forbidden by law except in the case of patented articles 
and is outside of their normal and proper scope. 

These organizations are manifold, overlapping, and loose- 
knit. They have made many constructive suggestions as to im¬ 
provements in the general conduct of the industry as well as 
specific contributions. Some are interested in quality, some in 
ethics, some in promotion. But they lack the semblance of any 
strong management of a major industry, and indeed do not 
pretend to exercise management. 


ORGANIZATION OF BUILDING-TRADES LABOR 

The subdivision of work is carried considerably farther in the 
case of labor than in the case of the contractor, while building- 
trades labor is far more strongly organized. In some of the 
large cities of the United States approximately fifty different 
crafts are recognized in a major building operation. Among 
the more important of these are: 


Bricklayers and masons 

Iron workers, structural 

Iron workers, ornamental 

Carpenters 

Lathers 

Painters 

Plasterers 


Plumbers 

Sheet-metal workers 

Steamfitters 

Tile layers 

Electricians 

Elevator constructors 

Eoofers 


13 Several of these are briefly described in the Appendix, pp. 567-561. 
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In the case of a simple dwelling, at least the following crafts 
ordinarily participate in the construction: 


Carpenters 

Bricklayers and masons 

Roofers 

Floor layers 

Plumbers 

Steamfitters 

Sheet-metal workers 

Tile layers 


Lathers 

Plasterers 

Painters 

Paperhangers 

Electricians 

Linoleum layers 

Laborers 


Some results of this marked degree of specialization of building- 
trades labor are discussed elsewhere.^* 

Labor organizations in the building trades are in sharp 
contrast with the loosely-bound, non-profit organizations of 
employers above described; they are essentially militant, having 
been created for the specific purpose of securing pecuniary 
benefit through maintenance of wage scales and of obtaining 
favorable hours of work and other advantages. 

The basic organization is the local union, covering a given 
craft in a given community or area. These unions are usually 
grouped as central or state organizations, and again as national 
unions, and finally are brought together with similar organiza¬ 
tions in other industries into the American Federation of Labor. 
The latter, as the name suggests, is a federation and its com¬ 
ponent organizations reserve, and more or less frequently exer¬ 
cise, the right to secede; they insist on maintaining a high de¬ 
gree of local authority. The organizations in the building trades 
have been particularly independent in this respect, and there 
has been more or less constant friction with the American Fed¬ 
eration of Labor.^® Building-trades unions are sometimes called 
the “ aristocracy of labor.” 

1* See p. 147. 

IS The character of the Federation, it may be noted, is almost the opposite 
of that of the Knights of Labor which preceded it. Apparently the failure of 
the Knights of Labor to obtain its ends through industrial unionism and politi¬ 
cal methods determined the policy of the American Federation of Labor in 
adopting the trade union as a bjisis and relying upon direct action, such as 
the strike. 
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While an organization of house carpenters is reported to 
have been formed in Philadelphia in 1724, and a strike of 
building-trades workers occurred in that city in 1791,^® it is 
generally agreed that modern trade unionism in the United 
States did not begin until 1825; some writers place the date 
still later.^^ Moreover, while many building-trades unions with 
modern features were formed in the next ten years, most of them 
were disrupted by the panic of 1837. PracticaUy no national 
labor organization now in existence dates back of the Civil War. 

A national organization of bricklayers was effected in 1865. 
The dates of national organization of some of the other build¬ 
ing trades were as follows: 


Carpenters . lool 

Plumbers . 1882 

Painters. 1887 

Stone cutters . 1887 

Electricians. 1891 

Tile layers ...- • 1897 

Wood and metal lathers. 1899 

Elevator workers . 1901 

Marble workers . 1901 


Hod carriers and building laborers .. 1903 

The largest national building-trade labor organizations in 
the United States in 1929, with their approximate membership 

ifl In Europe, strikes in the building trades are reported to have occurred 
several centuries earlier. 

IT “If a labor movement be defined as a continuous organization of wage 
earners or of industrial workers, the American labor movement cannot be said 
to have begun much before 1880. It is true, of course, that there existed as 
early as 1800 organized wage earners who conducted their activities in much 
the same way as does organized labor today. These groups, however, showed but 
slight continuity. The labor movement before 1880, except for a few national 
unions like the Bricklayers, Holders, Iron and Steel workers, was no more than 
the rise and fall of organizations, stimulated by favorable economic conditions 
and dkintegrated by industrial depressions or by internal dissension over 
conflicting social programs.” (Wolman, Leo, “An Outline of the American 
Labor Movement” [Workers Education Bureau of America, New York, 

1^1, p. 12.) 

js Hollander and Barnett, “ Studies in American Trade Unionism ” (Henry 
Hdtt and Company, New York, 1806), p, 296. 
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as indicated by the reports of the American Federation of 
Labor, are the following: 

Approximate 

membership 


United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 300,000 
Bricklayers’, Masons', and Plasterers’ International Union 

of America (1927) . 80,000 

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers . 142,000 

Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers 

of America. 108,197 

Operative Plasterers and Cement Finishers International 

Association of America . 39,631 

International Hod-Carriers, Building and Common La¬ 
borers Union of America. 78,950 

United Association of Journeymen Plumbers and Steam- 

fitters of the United States and Canada... 45,000 


The total membership of the Building Trades Department 
of the American Federation of Labor has varied greatly de¬ 
pending chiefly on whether some important national union was 
“ in ” or “ out.” For instance, in 1927, when the carpenters and 
joiners with S00,000 members had seceded, the total member- 

“ Report of the Proceedings of the 24th Annual Convention of the Build¬ 
ing Trades Department of the American Federation of Labor,” p. 61. The 1929 
figures for organization of the building trades are regarded by the authors as 
more strictly comparable with normal conditions than similar figures for 1932 
or later. It may be of interest, however, to compare the figures given with 
corresponding figures for 1932 issued by The Brookings Institution in its pub¬ 
lication “ The American Federation of Labor,” by Lewis L. Lorwin (Washing¬ 


ton, 1933), pp. 476-479: 

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America. 290,000 

Bricklayers, Masons, and Plasterers’ International Union of America 56,700 

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers of America. 139,900 

Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers of America.. 79,600 

Operative Plasterers’ International Association of the United States 

and Canada ....... 35,300 

International Hod-Carriers, Building, and Common Laborers’ Union 

of America ........ 90,000 

United Association of Plumbers and Steamfitters of the United States 

and Canada .... 45,000 

It should be noted that the figures for 1929 quoted by The Brookings Institu¬ 


tion are not identical with those given here though very nearly the same. 
20 A large part of these workers are outside of the building industry. 
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sliip of the department was 600,500. In 1928, when the car¬ 
penters had temporarily returned but the national organization 
of bricklayers, masons, and plasterers with 80,000 members had 
seceded, it was 837,000.®^ 

In 1920 the membership of this department w^as approxi¬ 
mately 890,000. On the basis of 2,250,000 workers in the 
building trades, this might suggest that building-trades labor 
in that year was about 40 per cent organized. Such a statement, 
however, would be inaccurate, since not all members of the 
Building Trades Department are engaged in the building in¬ 
dustry. A study of trade unionism by the National Bureau of 
Economic Research placed the ratio of organization in 1920 at 
25% per cent^® — a relatively high proportion, exceeded in 
only two major industries, mining and transportation, and in 
the clothing industry. Comparisons for certain major industrial 
groups and also for a few selected key industries are given in 
Table 34. Certain of these, with estimates for the year 1927, are 
also shown in Chart 39. 

For some specific occupations the percentage of organization 
runs much higher. For example, the report just cited showed 
the ratios of Table 34. 

If comparison be made for certain occupations in specific 
localities, the ratios are higher still; according to the same re¬ 
port, in 1920 nearly 80 per cent of the brick and stone masons 
in Chicago, Baltimore, and Cleveland were included in trade 
unions; in Boston the proportion was almost 96 per cent. 

Accurate information as to the extent of organization of 
building-trades workers since 1920 is not available.®* The Na¬ 
tional Bureau of Economic Research estimated that in 1927 
about 50 per cent of building-trades workers were organized 

21 Amerk&B Federation of Labor, Building Trades Department, “ Report 
of tte Twenty-second Annual Convention” (Allied Printing Trades Council, 
New Orleans, 192S), pp. 57-58, 

2® S«s p. 212. 

Widman, Leo, “Hic Growth of American Trade Unions, 1880-1928,” 

p. m. 

a* In 1^ the membei^ip increased sharply. 



CHART 39 


RELATIVE EXTENT OF ORGANIZATION OF LABOR IN SELECTED 
INOU'STRIES IN THE UNITED STATES*. 1910,19Z0,AND 1927 

Charfed from dafa In Pcporf of ifie NaHonal Bureau of Economic Research 
Browfh of American Trade Unions, ^ leoWolman, 

Receni* Economic Changes. 


All IndusMes 
Exclusive of 
Agrlculfure 

1910 

!970 

19E7 


1910 

All Manufacturing 

19?0 


1927 


1910 

Ex I'racfIon of 
Minerals 

1920 

1927 


1910 

Building Trades 

1920 


1927 


1910 

Transportation 

1920 


1927 


1910 

food and 

Kindred Products 

1920 


1927 


1910 

Clofhmg 

1920 


1927 




41% 


40% 



45 7a 


] 7.6 % 


114 % 


19?7 I I EsKmared 



57,6% 


Noies- Pcrcenfages for !9Z7 largelg es+Imafcd. 
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TABLE 34 


Percentage of Organization Among Building-Trade Workers 
AND Certain Other Wage-Earners in the United States, 

1910 AND 1920® 


Per Cent Organized 


Group 1910 1920 

All wage-earners . 9.4 18.7 

All wage-earners except in agriculture . 10.9 20.8 

By major divisions of industry: 

Extraction of minerals. 27.3 41.0 

Transportation . 17.1 37.3 

Building trades. 16.4 25.5 

Manufacturing industries. 11.6 23.2 

Stationary firemen . 9.6 19.9 

Stationary engineers. 4.6 12.4 

Professional service . 4.6 5.4 

PuWic service. 2.5 7.3 

Domestic and personal service. 2.0 3.8 

Clerical occupations . 1.8 8.3 

Trade . 1.0 1.1 

In selected industries 

Clothing. 16.9 57.8 

Leather. 14.6 29.4 

Lumber . 10.3 18.1 

Food and kindred products. 7.6 19.4 

Textiles . 3.7 15.0 

Brick and stone masons. 39.1 50.0 

Carpenters and joiners. 20.8 40.5 

Painters, etc. 17.6 29.1 

Plasterers . 32.0 46.6 

Plumbers and gas fitters. 20.7 33.5 


(a) Wohnan, Leo, “The Growth of American Trade Unions, 1880-1923” 
(National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., New York, 1924), pp. 85 and 88. 

and placed the number of such union workers at 1,014,000.^® 
This ratio seems too high. Indeed, this is indicated by the Bu¬ 
reau’s own figures of the actual number of union members, 
since it seems reasonably certain that the number of workers in 

National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., “Recent Economic 
Changes,” Vol. II, p. 4«). 
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the industry was greater than in 1920, when, as shown on page 
21S, it was placed by the Bureau at about 2,400,000. If there 
were no more than 2,500,000 workers in the industry in 1927, 
and this figure seems too low, a union membership of 1,014,000 
would indicate that only 40 per cent were organized — a liberal 
estimate. The pronounced recession in building operations since 
1929 presumably has resulted in the withdrawal of many build¬ 
ing-trades workers from local unions, if only to avoid payment 
of dues, so that the ratio in 1932 may have been considerably 
less than 40 per cent. 

SIZE OF THE BUILDING INDUSTRY 

Building ranks as one of the major industries of the country. 
The “ construction ” industry, which, as already pointed out, 
includes much more than building construction, is frequently 
accorded second place, being exceeded only by agriculture; 
but to attain this rating it must include highway and street 
construction, water-power development, public works and utili¬ 
ties, subway construction, and other classes of work."^ 

Such comparisons obviously depend upon what is included 
under a given industry. For example, the textile industry may 
be considered as covering only the operations of textile mills or 
as including such related industries as clothing manufacture. 
In view of the fact that the term “ construction ” covers so 
many lines of work, it seems proper to make comparisons on a 
broad basis. In Table 35 there is given such a comparison, show'- 
ing the total number of wage-earners and the total value of out¬ 
put in 1929 for certain major dmsions of industry and for the 
construction industry as reported by the Census. It will be seen 
that construction, instead of taking second place, ranks ninth 
^ith respect to the value of output in 1929, and fifth with re¬ 
spect to the number of employees. However, the number of em¬ 
ployees here given, although based upon a Census report, is far 

20 The relative importance of the “construction” industry as measured 
by Evans Clark on the basis of number of workers employed and value of 
product is shown in the Appendix, p. 558. 

27 In this connection see Table 36, p. 204. 
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below the total number of workers in the building industry as 
reported by the Census under occupations. Thus for the year 
1930 the census of occupations, as shown on page 213, reported 
approximately 2,600,000 workers in the building industry. 


TABLE 35 

Rank of Major Industries as Indicated by Value of Product and 
Number of Wage-Earners, 1929® 



Value of 

Number of 

Value of product 

Industry 

products 

wage-earners 

per wage-earner 

Agriculture .. 

$16,052,400,000 

10,471,998 ** 

$ 1,530 

Food and kindred 

products. 

12,023,589,000 

753,247 

16,000 

Meat packing 

(wholesale) . - 

3,434,654,000 

122,505 

27,920 

Textiles . 

9,243,303,000 

1,707,798 

5,410 

Mill products .. . 

5,043,171,000 

1,096,163 

4,610 

Wearing apparel 

3,536,041,000 

536,561 

6,590 

Iron and steel .... 

7,137,928,000 

880,882 

8,100 

Machinery . 

7,043,380,000 

1,091,269 

6,460 

Railroads ........ 

6,373,005,000 ^ 

1,694,042 

3,760 

Transportation 

equipment .. . 

6,047,209,000 

583,355 

10,370 

Mining . 

5,887,300,000 

806,418 

7,310 

Mineral fuels ,., 

3,190,527,000 

726,885 

4,390 

Construction . 

5,830,000,000 

1,008,000 

5,785 

Building 

construction . . 

4,100,000,000 

650,000 * 

6,310 

Residential con- 

struction only . 

1,640,000,000 « 

328,000 * 

5,000 

Motor vehicles ^ . 

3,722,793,000 

226,116 

16,460 

Chemicals . 

3,759,405,000 

280,868 

13,400 

Forest products .. 

3,591,765,000 

876,383 

4,100 

Electric light and 

power ^ . 

1,802,655,000 ‘‘ 

49,269 * 

36,600 


{a) Baswi on USC data except figures for railroads, which are from Inter¬ 
state Commerce Commission. 

{b) Include all gainful workers over 10 years of age, 

(c) Income, 

(d) Census figure for coal mine and oil and gas well operatives, 

(e) Estimated, Census does not show figures for building separately. 

(f) Not including motor-vehicle bodies and parts, and motorcycles. 
iff) inr. 

(i) Operative only, 
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Such discrepancies have been characteristic of nearly all dis¬ 
cussions of the construction industry and have never been sat¬ 
isfactorily reconciled. If the larger total number of workers be 
accepted, then construction would indeed rank second to agri¬ 
culture. But whether construction ranks second or ninth among 
the nation’s industries is not significant; either rank points 
clearly to its great importance. 

ANNUAL INVESTMENT IN NEW- 
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES 

Prior to the Census of the Construction Industry' for the year 
1929, made by the Bureau of the Census in 1930 and published 
in summary form early in 1933, there were no comprehensive 
official figures on the value of construction work in the United 
States. Various private agencies concerned with the compila¬ 
tion of statistics relating to building placed the annual invest¬ 
ment in new construction of all kinds, exclusive of public works, 
in several active years, in the neighborhood of $7,000,000,000. 
The figures of the Copper and Brass Research Association from 
1921 to 1931 are given below: 


1921 

$3,185,300,000 

1922 

4,666,200,000 

1923 

4,953,800,000 

1924 

5,587,700,000 

1925 

7,339,600,000 

1926 

7,484,400,000 

1927 

7,199,500,000 

1928 

7,555,500,000 

1929 

6,436,500,000 

1930 

4,509,000,000 

1931 

2,909,000,000 “ 


Average (computed from above data) 5,620,600,000 

(a) Based on data for 11 months. 

The Census report just referred to placed the gross volume of 
construction of all kinds, including public w'orks, in 1929 at 
$7,285,720,000. But it stated that approximately $1,507,000,- 

28 Notably the F. W. Dodge Corporation and the Copper and Brass 
Research Association. 

2» Shown graphically in Chart 40. 
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- CHART 40 - 


ANNUAL EXPENDITURES FOR BU1LD1N6 CONSTRUCTION, 
INCLUDINO REPAIRS, IN THE UNITED STATES : 1921-1931 

charted from data furnished by Copper and Brass ^search Assocfattoh. 


All Others 
Commercial 

Residential 
and Hotels 

Year 



Total 3i6S3 AS66.2 

I-1 947.6 IJJ7.7 1JJ6.3 

47t5 6 95.8 651.5 

■■I I76S.Z 7652.7 7966.0 


5567.7 7553.6 7464.4 7!99.5 
1390.5 nsas 1971.5 1856.9 
74SJ) lt)45K liOaO I! 11.0 
3451.4 4506.5 4417.9 4751J 


75553 6456.5 45093 7909.0 
I35&5 7003.5 !66a0 10743 
1061.0 1177.4 735.0 403.0 

45550 55056 70463 14573 


Millions of Dollars 


000 of this amount represented duplication of the reports of 
contractors and subcontractors, and placed the actual net total 
of all “ construction ” work done in 1929 at $5,778,453,000, 
as follows:" 

By establishments doing a business of over $25,000.. $4,794,772,000 

By establishments doing a business of less than 

$25,000 . 983,681,000 

Total . $5,778,463,000 

ao use, “ CoQBtruction Industry — Summary for the United States,” p. 24. 
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Of this total approximately 70 per cent, or $4,000,000,000, 
was building construction. An exact computation cannot be 
made, since the Census returns for establishments doing a busi¬ 
ness of less than $25,000 cover only about 20 per cent of such 
establishments. For a total of $4,911,767,000 of work done 

under general contract or directly for owner ” by establish¬ 
ments reporting more than $25,000 worth of work in 1929 the 
distribution was as shown in Table S6. 

It will be noted from Table 36 that the Census placed the net 
total value of building work handled by contractors and sub¬ 
contractors doing a business of over $25,000 each in 1929 at 
$3,270,648,000. Of this amount, $2,779,102,000, or 85 per 
cent, was handled by general contractors and $491,546,000, or 
15 per cent, by subcontractors working directly for owners. 
Subcontractors did a much larger amount of work than this, but 
such subcontract work done for general contractors is included 
in the total for the latter group. 

The volume of building construction handled by establish¬ 
ments doing less than $25,000 is not stated by the Census, but 
may be conservatively estimated at $800,000,000. The addition 
of this sum to the total of $3,270,648,000 for larger concerns 
gives a grand total of upwards of $4,000,000,000. 

The value of all construction w'ork reached a peak in 1928. 
In 1929, the year covered by the census data, it w’as from 85 
per cent to 87.5 per cent of the 1928 total.®^ On the basis of the 
lower figure a net total of $5,778,500,000 in 1929 would indi¬ 
cate a peak figure of about $6,800,000,000. As this covers all 
forms of construction, these Census data are considerably be¬ 
low the private estimates of $7,000,000,000 for building con¬ 
struction alone. Whether the difference is to be explained by a 
difference in the basis and methods used is not important for the 
present purpose. In any case, the private estimates covered a 

The Census states that this item “ represents approximately the actual 
amount of construction work,” and that it is sufficiently accurate for general 
purposes to use this approximation. 

82 This percentage is baised upon returns of private agencies covering a 
period of years. 
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TABLE 36 

Value of Each Class op Construction Work in the United States 
Handled Under General Contract or Directly for 
Owners in 1929 ® 

(By establishments handling more than $25,000 of work in 1929) 

(OOO’s omitted) 


All General 

establishments contractors Subcontractors^ 


Building . 

$3,270,648 

$2,779,102 

$491,546 

Highway and street . . . 
Water-power develop- 

721,431 

714,995 

6,436 

ment . 

23,286 

22,673 

612 

Railroad and car-line .. 

90,178 

87,513 

2,665 

Public works and utilities 

644,096 

599,006 

45,090 

Air transport work .... 
Subway, other than build¬ 

6,835 

6,528 

307 

ings ... 

71,912 

71,912 


Miscellaneous . 

83,381 

43,676 

39,705 

Total . 

$4,911,767 

$4,326,405 

$586,361 



Per cent 

Per cent 

Per cent 

Building . 

_ 66.6 

64.3 

83.8 

Highway and street. 

_ 14.7 

16.5 

1.1 

W^ater-power development. 

_ 0.5 

0.5 

0.1 

Railroad and car-line. 

_ 1.8 

2.0 

0.5 

Public works and utilities .. 

_ 13.1 

13.9 

7.7 

Air transport work. 

_ 0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

Subway, other than buildings . ... 

_ 1.5 

1.7 

_ 

Miscellaneous ... ... 

_ 1.7 

1.0 

6.7 


100 

100 

100 


(а) “Construction Industry,” p. 42. 

(б) This is the amount of subcontract work handled directly for owners. 
A large amount of work done by subcontractors for general contractors is 
included in the totals for the latter. 

period of extraordinary activity in building and therefore 
should not be taken as representing a normal condition. Aver¬ 
aging the lean years with the boom years of the past decade, 
we may reasonably place the value of all construction over an 
extended period at ^,000,000,000 yearly and that of building 
alone at $4,500,000,000. 
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The amount of residential construction in 1929 cannot be 
stated accurately from the Census returns. For establishments 
doing a business of over $25,000 a distribution of the value of 
building construction by type of establisiiment, with an esti¬ 
mate for smaller concerns, is given in Table ST. 

TABLE 37 


Approximate Value of Building Construction Work in the 
United States in 1929 by Type of Establishment®' 



Number 

Value 

General contractors (over $25,000) 



Eesidential building only. 

2,455 

$245,200,000 

Commercial building only ......... 

539 

132,500,000 

Manufacturing building only. 

75 

93,800,000 

Building not specialized . 

7,062 

2,139,900,000 

Total . 

, , 10,131 

$2,611,400,000 

Operative builders . 

750 

153,500,000 

Subcontractors (over $25,000) ^ . 

. * — 

550,000,000 

Contractors (less than $25,000)*’ ..... 

— 

800,000,000 

Total (approximate) . 

.. • 

$4,114,900,000 


(а) “ Construction Industry,” p. 69. Since some of the figures are estimated 
this should not be taken as a Census table. 

(б) Not including work done for general contractors or operative builders. 
Figures are partly estimated since the Census does not show such subcontract 
work for building separately. 

(c) Estimated, on assumption that most of work done by smaller con¬ 
tractors was building construction. 

It is impossible from this table to compute the total value of 
residential construction separately. It will be noted that estab¬ 
lishments engaged exclusively in such construction contributed 
only about 10 per cent of all building construction handled by 
the larger concerns. However, a much larger volume of resi¬ 
dential work doubtless is included in the figures for the group 
“ building not specialized.” Most of the work done by the group 
of contractors doing less than $25,000 business each in 1929 
presumably was residential. 

For the total of $S,2T0,000,000 of building construction by 
the larger contractors and larger subcontractoi^, working di- 
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rectly for owners, the Census made a distribution by types of 
building as shown in Table 38. This places the ratio of residen¬ 
tial construction by this group at 27.6 per cent of the total; 
or including hotels, 30.9 per cent. If it be assumed that $750,- 
000,000 of work by small contractors was residential construc¬ 
tion, then the ratio for this type of work would be raised to 
over 40 per cent.®® 

This percentage relates only to a single year when residence 
construction was well below normal. It is much lower than the 

TABLE 38 

Peecentaoe Distribution op Value op Building Construction in 
United States in 1929 by Class of Building® 

(For establishments reporting a business of more than $25,000 in 1929) 



General 

Sub- 



contractors 

contractors ® 

Total 



Per cent 


Residential........ 

.. . 26.2 

36.5 

27.6 

Hotel . 

3.5 

2.1 

8.3 

Commercial . 

. . . 29.4 

18.7 

27.8 

Manufacturing . 

. . . 12.8 

15.6 

13.2 

Educational . 

. . . 10.3 

8.5 

lO.l 

Hospital and institutional. 

5.0 

3.8 

4.8 

Public ^ . 

2.7 

1.3 

2.4 

Religious and memorial..... 

3.3 

2.0 

3.1 

Social and recreational. 

2.8 

1.8 

2.6 

All other . 

4.1 

10.7 

6.1 


o 

o 

100 

100 

(a) use, “Construction Industry: 

Summary for the United States,’ 

’ p. 43. 


(6) Including Military and Naval. 

(c) Sub-contractors working directly for owners. 

(d!) Census gives 100 but actually adds to 100.1. 

average credited to residential construction by most other agen¬ 
cies. For example, the average distribution over a period of 
eleven years, as computed from the data of the Copper and 
Brass Research Association, was as follows: 

“ Census of the Construction Industry,” p. 43. 














207 


ORGANIZATION OF BUILDING 

Per cent 


Residential (exclusive of hotels) . 54.6 

Hotels . 2.7 

Total residential. 57.3 

Commercial. 14.8 

Industrial . 10.0 

Educational. 7.6 

Hospitals and institutions. 2.7 

Public . 1.7 

Religious . 2.4 

Social and recreational . 3.5 

Total non-residential. 42.7 

Grand total. 100.0 


Residential construction in 1929 was far below peak levels. 
While figures for the entire country are not available, in 257 
identical cities the numbers of families provided for by new 
dwelling-house construction, as reported by the United States 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, were as follows in the years 


1921-32: 

34 



1921 

224,545 

1927 

406,095 

1922 

377,305 

1928 

888,678 

1923 

458,673 

1929 

244,394 

1924 

442,919 

1930 

125,322 

1925 

491,222 

1931 

98,178 

1926 

462,214 

1932 

27,381 


It will be seen, therefore, that in these cities the number of 
families provided with new dwellings in 1929 was somewhat less 
than half the number for 1925. In view of this fact, it is believed 
that the higher ratios for residential construction to total ar¬ 
rived at by using data of the Copper and Brass Research Asso¬ 
ciation and the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
covering as they do a considerable period of years, are more 
representative than those of the Census for the single year 1929. 
Indeed, it is certain that over a period of years residential con¬ 
struction comprises more than half of all building work. Build- 
84 Monthly Labor Review, April, 1933, p. 846. 
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TABLE 39 

Percentage Distribution of Estimated Annual Cost of New 
Building Construction, for Cities Covered by United 
States Bureau of Labor Statistics, by Type of 


Building, 1922-1931 ® 

Ten-year 
average ^ 

Residential buildings 1922-1931 

One-family dwellings. 25.3 

Two-family dwellings . 7.0 

One-family and two-family dwellings with stores combined 1.1 

Multi-family dwellings. 18.4 

Multi-family dwellings with stores combined. 1.8 

Hotels . 3.6 

Lodging-houses . — ® 

All other . 1.1 

Total . ^ 

Non-residential Buildings 

Amusement buildings . 2.6 

Churches .. 1.7 

Factories and workshops. 5.1 

Public garages . 1.9 

Private garages. 2.4 

Service stations. 0.5 

Institutions . 2.3 

Office-buildings . 7.7 

Public buildings. 2.7 

Public works and utilities. 1.7 

Schools and libraries. 5.7 

Sheds . 0.2 

Stables and barns. — ® 

Stores and warehouses. 6.9 

All other . 0.3 

Total . 4L7 

Grand total. 100.0 


(а) Percentages for each year will be found in the Appendix, p. 560. 

(б) These are simple averages of the yearly percentages. 

(c) Less than 1/10 of 1 per cent 
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ing permit records of the City of Philadelphia over a period of 
thirty-two years indicate that residential construction, exclud¬ 
ing hotels, constituted 55 per cent of all buildings for that 
period. Such other limited data as are available indicate clearly 
that residential construction represents well over half the total. 

If, then, the volume of building in a normal year be taken at 
$4,500,000,000 and 55 per cent of this be credited to residen¬ 
tial construction (exclusive of hotels), the total for this class of 
work would be approximately $2,500,000,000. Of this amount, 
it appears that approximately $1,500,000,000 maj’^ be credited 
to new dwellings and the balance to repairs, remodeling, and 
similar work. This figure is necessarily an approximation.®® 

In Chapter I (Table 11), it was estimated that dwellings 
represented about 60 per cent of the total value of all buildings 
in the United States in 1930. Apparently there is no conflict 
between this percentage and the somewhat lower percentages 
above shown for new construction in recent years. During the 
past three decades there has been a relative increase in the 
erection of elaborate office structures and public buildings, 
such as banking houses, schools, hospitals, and other institu¬ 
tions, while certain new types of non-residential construction, 
such as garages and motion-picture houses, have appeared. Al¬ 
though the cost of dwellings erected also has increased, it seems 
reasonably certain that non-residential construction has in¬ 
creased in relative importance. This would mean, conversely, 
that dwelling-houses constitute a larger proportion of the value 

Ie this connection. It may be noted that on the basis of 244,394 new 
dwellings in 257 cities, as shown on p. 207, the total number of new dwellings 
provided in the entire country In 1929 may be estimated at 350,000. For a 
normal year, it probably would be safer to estimate the number of new dweUIngs 
required at 425,<KK)* As a matter of fact, an estimate of about this number or 
slightly more has been made by some housing authorities. If the average cost 
per dwelling, exclusive of land, be taken at ^500, the total expenditure would 
be $1,5{K),000,IK>0. On the basis of s total value of $70,000,000,WO as shown in 
Table 1, an allowance of 2 per cent for maintenance and repairs would call 
for an annual expenditure of $I,4CM),TO0,(XM> of which perhaps $1,WO,000,WO 
could be charged to repairs and the balance to such work as care of yards, 
cleaning, etc., which would not strictly be classed as repairs- It is probable that 
actual expenditure for repairs faEs short of the amount Indicated. 
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of all buildings standing than they do of new construction 
alone in recent years. Such a conclusion appears to be borne out 
by a study of the tax returns of the few states for which valua¬ 
tions of different classes of buildings are obtainable. 

Taking the results of the Census of the Construction Industry 
in 1929 as a basis, therefore, the normal yearly building bill of 
this country may be placed at about $4,500,000,000, of wliich 
more than half, say $2,500,000,000, is for dwellings, exclusive 
of hotels. This is considerably more than half the “ ordinary ” 
expenses of the Federal Government in recent years, and over 
three times the amount of such expenses in the years just pre¬ 
ceding the World War. It is more than twice the valuation 
placed on all the buildings of Boston in 1930, including com¬ 
mercial structures, schools, hospitals and churches.®® It is prac¬ 
tically seven times the cost of the Panama Canal, exclusive of 
military features; yet the Panama Canal is reckoned almost as 
one of the wonders of the world, whereas this annual task of con¬ 
structing new dwellings is regarded more or less as a matter of 
course. 

In Great Britain, prior to the World War, dwelling-houses 
represented a somewhat lower percentage of total building than 
in the United States. The elaborate program of housing®’' 
adopted by Great Britain after the close of the War, however, 
resulted in a marked increase in the ratio, which in several re¬ 
cent years has run well in excess of 60 per cent. This is brought 
out by Table 40. The percentages for dwelling-houses there 
shown, it should be noted, are not directly comparable with 
those already given for the United States since they exclude the 
outlay for alterations. Similar data for 146 British towns for 
the years 1925-27 showed the following ratios of costs of 
dwelling-house construction to total: 

®6 The total valuation placed on assessed buildings in Boston in 1930 was 
^37^2,400, and on exempt buildings of all classes, $206,132,100. (“Annual 
Report of the Assessing Department,” City of Boston, 1930, pp. 6 and 7.) 

ST See Chapter XI. 
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Tear 

Per cent 

1925 

68.2 

1926 

68.4 

1927 

62.1 

1928 ®® 

59.5 

1929 ®® 

60.5 

1930 ®® 

62.6 


The total value of residential construction in Canada for the 
period 1921-30, based on contracts awarded, was a little more 
than $1,000,000,000. This represents 28 per cent of the value 
of all construction contracts for this period, including engineer¬ 
ing works. Excluding engineering works, the ratio of residen¬ 
tial to total was 40 per cent.*® 

NUMBER OF WORKERS IN THE BUILDING INDUSTRY 

It might seem a very simple matter to ascertain accurately 
from the Census statistics of occupations the number of workers 
in the building industry; as a matter of fact, estimates by vari¬ 
ous statisticians and, indeed, even by the same agency, run all 
the way from less than a million to several millions. One reason 
for tliis is that the classification may cover many individuals 
who are not engaged directly in building work. For example, 
of the large number of electrical workers reported by the Cen¬ 
sus only a portion are engaged in building. Again, the enu¬ 
meration of carpenters may include ship carpenters or carpen¬ 
ters in woodworking shops, some of whom are not connected 
with the building industry. As an illustration of the difficulty in 
using Census data, while the Census reported 869,478 laborers 
in the building trades in 1910, and 623,203 in 1920, it placed 
the number in 1930 at 419,802 and in repeating its 1920 classi¬ 
fication omitted any figures for this group (see Table 41). Even 
the basis of this classification has been questioned. Finally, it 

S8 Ministry of Labour (Great Britain), “Nineteenth Abstract of Labour 
Statistics of the United Kingdom ” (His Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 
1928 ), p . 215 . 

89 “ Twentieth Abstract,” 1981, p. 200. 

*0 MacLean Building Reports, Ltd. In the Monthly Commercial Letter, 
Canadian Bank of Commerce, July. 1981. 
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is impossible from available data to show the number of workers 
engaged in dwelling-house construction separately. 

The most reliable calculations indicate that in 1920 approxi¬ 
mately two and one-quarter millions of workers were included 
in the building industry proper. A study for the National 
Bureau of Economic Research based on Census data placed the 

TABLE 40 

Percentage Distribution of Estimated Cost of Buildings for 
Which Plans Were Approved in 78 Towns in Great 
Britain, 1911-1927® 


Fear 

Dwelling- 

homes 

Factories 

and 

workshops 

Shops, offices, 
warehouses, 
and other 
business 
premises 

Churches, 
schools 
and public 
buildings 

Other 
buildings 
and addi¬ 
tions and 
alterations 

Total 

1911 

46 

13 

10 

18 

13 

100 

1912 

39 

22 

9 

15 

15 

100 

1913 

38 

20 

10 

17 

15 

100 

1914 

41 

18 

11 

15 

15 

100 

1915 

27 

37 

10 

10 

16 

100 

1916 

12 

51 

9 

4 

24 

100 

1917 

5 

63 

6 

2 

24 

100 

1918 

4 

53 

8 

2 

33 

100 

1919 

26 

34 

11 

10 

19 

100 

1920 

49 

23 

7 

7 

14 

100 

1921 

44 

11 

9 

16 

20 

100 

1922 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1923 

59 

7 

8 

8 

18 

100 

1924 

64 

8 

6 

7 

15 

100 

1925 

66 

8 

6 

6 

14 

100 

1926 

69 

6 

6 

8 

11 

100 

1927 

61 

8 

8 

9 

14 

100 

1928 

59 

7 

9 

10 

15 

100 

1929 

59 

8 

8 

11 

14 

100 

1930 

69 

6 

8 

13 

14 

100 


(a) Ministry of Labour (Great Britain), “Twentieth Abstract of Labour 
Statistics of the United Kingdom” (His Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 
1981), p. m 

(b) No information collected for this year. 
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total in that year at 2,400,000/^ Another writer, apparently 
having the assistance of the United States Census and the 
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, arrived at a total of 
2,162,000.^" Employers were excluded in both cases. 

In 1930 the total was somewhat higher. L'sing the Census re¬ 
turns of occupational statistics as a basis and estimating the 
numbers in certain occupations where not all w'orkers reported 
by the Census could be considered as belonging to the building 
industry, a total of roughly 2,600,000 in 1930 was reached, as 
shown in Table 41, which also gives comparative figures for 
1920. The percentage distribution for 1930 is also shown in 
Chart 41. 

The ratio of w'orkers in the building trades to total popula¬ 
tion appears to have been fairly constant over a long period of 
time, at least with respect to skilled workers. An even greater 
uniformity is showm in Great Britain.'*® 

This comparative steadiness of the ratio of building-trade 
workers to population in the United States is in contrast with 
experience in agriculture and in manufacturing industries. In 
agriculture the ratio has declined sharply since 1870, w^hile in 
manufacturing it has shown a very pronounced increase. This is 
brought out by Table 43, w'hich compares the number of skilled 
workers in the building industry per million of population wdth 
the numbers in agriculture and in the manufacturing, mining 
and railroad industries. 

While the total number of workers in the building industry 
shows a fairly constant ratio to population in recent census 
returns, the numbers engaged in different occupations show' 
w'ide changes during the period covered. This is to be expected 
in view of the changing character of buildings, as, for instance, 
the very general introduction of plumbing and electrical equip- 

41 'Wolman, Leo, “The Growth of American Trade Unions, 1880-19!^” 
p. 130. 

42 Haber, William, “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” p. 8. 

4s Thus for England and Wales the ratio of building-trades workers to 

population from 1851 to 1921 (census years only) ranged only from 2B6 per 
cent to 2.98 per cent. 
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ment. There were more than tw’elve times as many plumbers and 
steam- and gasfitters in 1930 as in 1880 — an increase of over 
1100 per cent — whereas the number of carpenters increased 
only about 140 per cent. The differences as between occupa- 

- CHART 41 - 

PtRCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WORKERS IN THE 
BUILDING TRADES IN THE UNITED STATES: 1-930 

Char+ed ■from data of ■ihe United States Bureau of the Census 


CARPENTERS 
PAINTERS 

UB0RER5 & HELPERS 
PLUMBERS 6c 6AS FITTERS 
&aiCK,ST0NE BcTlLE MASONS asj 
ELECTRICIANS 3^1 

PLASTERERS fic CEMEHT FlNlSHEIS3.3j 
TINSMITHS & COPPER-SMITHS i.Z 
STRUCTURAL IROH-TORKERS l.l| 
PAPER KANSERS iD| 

ROOFERS & SLATERS 05| 

STONECUTTERS O-sJ 

APPRENTICES 05| 

MISCELLANEOUS 0.7| 



tional groups, for skilled workers, are brought out by Table 
Some of these changes are shown graphically in Chart 42, 
which compare the number of workers in certain building-trade 
occupations per million of population. 

The dassIflcatloE In WW is not the same in aU cases as in early years. 
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TABLE 41 

Numbeh op Workers in the Building Industry in the United 

States, 1920 and 1930® 



1920 

1930 


Builders and contractors . 

90,109 

167,512 


Employees 


Per cent 

Brick and stone-masons, and tile- 



19SC 

layers ... 

131,264 

170,903 

6.6 

Carpenters. 

887,379 

929,426 

35.8 

Electricians (1/3 of total). 

70,988 

93,439 

3.6 

Painters . 

248,497 

430,105 

16.6 

Paperhangers . 

18,746 

28,328 

1.1 

Plasterers and cement finishers .. 

45,876 

85,480 

3.3 

Plumbers and gas-fitters.. 

206,718 

237,814 

9.2 

Roofers and slaters .. 

11,378 

23,636 

0.9 

Stone-cutters . 

22,099 

22,888 

0.9 

Structural iron-workers . 

18,836 

28,966 

I.l 

Tinsmiths and coppersmiths .... 

74,968 

83,427 

3.2 

Laborers and helpers. 

b 

419,802 

16.2 

Operators, not otherwise specified 

7,003 

18,442 

0.7 

Apprentices . 

23,449 

22,140 

0.8 


1,767,201® 

2,594,796^ 

100.0 

Laborers as reported in 1920 .... 

623,203 




(а) use, “ Occupation Statistics,” 1930 (GPO, Washington, 1932), Table 3. 

(б) No comparable figure given by Census in 1930. 

(c) Including only 1/3 of electricians’ apprentices. 

(d) Exclusive of laborers. 

(e) This total probably overstates the actual number of workers engaged 
in the building industry proper. See p. 211. 

William Haber, in his “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” as¬ 
sumed that 83 per cent of carpenters were engaged in building. If this ratio be 
applied to the 1930 figures for carpenters in 1930, the grand total for that year 
would be reduced to roughly 2,425,000. Some further reductions probably should 
be made in some of the other items, but these would be relatively small and 
might be offset by the inclusion of certain workers not given above. Thus 
Dr. Haber in getting up figures for 1920 included certain crane men and hoist- 
men and mechanics. 

In its preliminary report on gainful workers in the United States in 1930 
the Census reported the number engaged in the building industry at 2,561,641, 
but gave no exact distribution of this total. 
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TABLE 42 

Numbek of Wobkees IK Ceetaik Skilled Occcpatioks ik the Blildikg Tbades 
IK THE Ukited States, by Decades, 1880—1930« 


Total Number of Workers 


Occupations 
Carpenters and 

1880 

1890 

IDOfJ 

mo 

mo 1930 h 

900,335 d 929,426 

joiners -*. 

Marble and 

390,595 & 

618,242 c 

600,252 

830,322 

80,911 d 22,888 

stone cutters . 

32,842 

61,070 

64,460 

48,356 

Masons (brick 
and stone) .. 
Mechanics (not 

102,473/ 

160,845 

160,805 

204,174 

157,599 170,903 


otherwise 





— e 18,442 

specified) ... 
Painters, glaasiers, 

7,858 

15,485 

9,378 

26,208 

324,648 430,105 

and varnishers 

130,319 / 

222,233 

277,641 

340,613 

Paperhangers *. 

6,013/ 

12,369/ 

21,990 

26,384 

19,174 d 28,328 

Plasterers . 

Plumbers and 

22,083/ 

39,002/ 

85,694 

60,633 

40,391 70,053 

gas- and steam- 
fitters . 

19,383/ 

61,231 

97,785 

167,849 

227,048 d 237,814 

Roofers and 





12,214 d 28,636 

slaters 

4,020/ 

7,043/ 

9,067 

16,111 

Total . 

714,6^2 

i,197>20 

1,266,972 

1,709,460 

1,702,320 1,931,615 


PcTCBntage Distribution^ 


Carpenters and 




48.6 

62.6 48.1 

joiners .. 

Marble and 

64.7 

61.6 

47.4 


1.8 1.2 

stone cutters . 

4.6 

5.2 

4.3 

2.8 

Masons (brick 
and stone) .. 
Mechanics (not 

14.3 

18.4 

12.7 

11.9 

9.2 8.8 


otherwise 
specified) ... 

1.1 

1.3 

J8 

1.5 

— 1.0 

Painters, glaziers, 





19.0 22.3 

and varnishers 

18.2 

18.6 

21.9 

20.0 

Paperhangers .. 

.7 

1.0 

1.7 

1.5 

1.1 3.6 

Plasterers ..... 

Plumbers and 

8.1 

3.8 

2.8 

3.0 

2.3 1.6 

gas- and steam- 
fitters . 

2,7 

6.1 

7.7 

9.8 

13B 12.3 

Roofers and 






slaters ...... 

0.6 

0.6 

0.7 

0.9 

0.7 1.2 

Total ..... 

100 

100 

100 

ido 

100 100 


Note. Since this table exclades unskilled workers and some other groups, 
these percentages do not indicate the ratios which these various groups bear 
to the total number of workers in the industry. 

(o) Figures from 1880-1920 furnished directly by the Census. 
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TABLE 43 

Wage-Earnehs in Various Industries in the United States Per 
Million of Population, 1850-1930® 



Manufactu ring 

Mine 


Building 


All 

and 


operatives 

Steam 

trades 


gainful 

mechanical 

Agri¬ 

All 

rail¬ 

(skilled 

Year 

occwpations 

industries 

culture 

Coal others 

roads 

workers) 

1850 

231,546 

41,252 

101,895 

3,336 


13,204 

1860 

263,918 

41,759 

102,534 

4,705 


12,987 

1870 

323,988 

65,733 

153,432 

4,292 


16,053 

1880 

347,841 

71,754 

153,409 

4,987 


14,246 

1890 

372,494 

90,710 

146,141 

3,331 2,854 

11,969 

19,131 

1900 

382,542 

93,237 

136,602 

4,530 2,983 

13,890 

16,673 

1910 

414,862 

115,530 

186,608 

0,673 3,380 

18,472 

18,582 

1920 

393,701 

121,272 

103,625 

6,943 2,227 

19,639 

16,195 

1930 

397,679 

116,592 

85,361 

5,631 2,179 

12,353 

15,068 * 

(a 

) Based on Census data. 






(fe) Census figures for 1930 are not on a strictly comparable basis. 

DEPENDENCE OF OTHER INDUSTRIES UPON BUILDING 

Some of the industries affiliated with building are themselves 
ranked among the major industries of the country. The lum¬ 
ber industry was credited with an output in 1925 of nearly 
$1,500,000,000 for basic products, this figure excluding the 
furniture, box and container, and certain other lines of manu¬ 
facture.^^ The output of cement in an active year is in excess 
of $250,000,000; a considerable part of this, however, is for 

(b) Include ship calkers, riggers, and smiths, combined In 1880 with ship 
carpenters, but does not Include apprentices* 

(c) Does not Include ship carpenters, classified in 1880 with ship and boat 
builders, 

(d) Figures for 1820 approximate only. 

(e) Comparable figures for 1920 not available. 

(f) Does not include apprentices. 

( 0 ) Computed from census data given above* 

(A) The classifications in 1930 were not always identical with those of earlier 
years. It may be noted that the figures for 1920 given here, which were fur¬ 
nished by the Census, do not agree wuth others which were taken directly 
from a census bulletin. These discrepancies illustrate the lack of precise 
Information. 

^5 Commerce Year BcM>k, 1931/' VoL I, p. 345, (The output of the lumber 
Industry In all branches was over ^,5CM),00O,TOO yearlja on the average, In 1923, 
1925, and 1927.) 
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NUMBER OF SKILLED WORKERS !N VARIOUS BUILDING TRADES, 
PER MILLION OF POPULATION, IN THE UNITED STATES^ 1550-1930 

Dai'a from 1850 BZO inclusive are from United States 
Bureau of labor Statistics;Handbook of 1924-Z6. Data 
for 1930 were computed from Census returns 



1850 1860 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 


...... Carpenters and Joiners 

~ Brick and Sterne Masons 
“*•#*— Painters^Slazlers 
and Varnlshers 


Plumbers, Gas and 
Steam fitters 
Plasterers 
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highway and uses other than building/® About one-seventh of 
the country’s output of steel is used in building construction/' 
The value of brick and similar building materials exceeded 
$300,000,000 annually in several years prior to 1930,^* and the 
value of building stone was well in excess of $150,000,000 
yearly/® 

While the values of such basic products which w’ere used in 
building alone cannot be precisely stated, it is safe to say that 
they exceeded $2,000,000,000 in some years when construction 
was active. To this must be added the outlay for such items as 
glass and hardware, and a long list of other products which, 
though individually representing a much smaller expenditure, 
make up an important total. 

It is probably correct to charge more than one-half this ex¬ 
penditure to dwelling-house construction. If to these products 
directly related to actual construction there be added those 
contributing to the furnishing of the home, such as carpets, 
furniture, kitchenware, and a hundred or more incidentals, rep¬ 
resenting an aggregate outlay of $2,000,000,000 to $3,000,- 
000,000 yearly under normal conditions, some idea of the wide 
extent of the building industry can be obtained. 

The bare figures given in this chapter afford only an inade¬ 
quate idea of the importance of the building industry. Through 
its far-flung ramifications it evidently exerts a vital influence on 
general business and on business cycles; it has been called the 
“ balance-wheel ” of industry, although in view of the fact that 
cyclical changes in building are more pronounced than gen¬ 
eral business cycles this statement is open to challenge.®® 

But at least building is capable of exerting a far-reaching 
effect upon trends in general industry. The boom which fol¬ 
lowed the depression of 1921 was inaugurated by a phenomenal 

“ Commerce Year Book, 1931,” \ ol. I, p. 369. 

4? Ibid., p. 379. 

« Ibid., p. 363. p. 367. . 

so For a very brief but suggestive review of building cycles m the United 
States, see an article by John K. Riggleman of the Division of Building and 
Housing, USDC, in the Journal of the American Statistical Association, June, 
193^ pp. 174-188. 
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increase in building to make up the great shortage which re¬ 
sulted from the World War. In 1928-29 a sharp curtailment 
in building clearly foreshadowed a decline in general business 
activity. It would be unsafe to regard building as the major 
controlling factor in general cj'clical changes in business, but 
that there is a definite connection between the two cannot be 
doubted. As one writer has said: 

“No analysis of business conditions in this country can at any 
time be complete or authoritative that fails to take building con¬ 
ditions into account. It is not at all likely that this country can 
enjoy a real prosperity at any time when its construction indus¬ 
try is emploj'ed at anything much less than full capacity. It is 
always one of the most important contributors to general pros¬ 
perity as well as one of the largest recipients of the accumulated 
surpluses that result from prosperity.” 

In the opinion of some students of building problems it 
should be possible so to arrange major building operations as 
to mitigate the severity of alternate peaks and depressions to 
which industry has been subject in the past. This is a matter 
outside of the scope of this work, but the fact that conditions 
in a great key industry like building are of vital importance to 
all industry should require no proof. 

Indeed, the entire nation has an important stake in the pros¬ 
perity of the construction industry. According to some students, 
nearly 10,000,000 persons in the United States are dependent 
on the building industry for a living. Including such affiliated 
industries as lumber, cement, brick, and glass manufacturing, 
the number is much greater. Dr. Julius Klein, at that time As¬ 
sistant Secretary of Commerce, in a radio address in April, 
1980, said: 

“ At least one-quarter of the entire population of the United 
States receives directly or indirectly a substantial part of all of 
its income from construction. In other words, the livelihood of at 

®i Holden, Thomas S., “ Building Contracts and Business Movements.” 
Address at 19M meeting of the American Statistical Association. Quoted by- 
Haber in “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” p. 10. 
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least one out of every four of you — including' men, women 
and children — depends upon construction to maintain American 
standards of living.” 

So high a proportion, it should be emphasized, is for the con¬ 
struction industry as a whole, and includes many industries but 
loosely affiliated wdth the building industry proper. Neverthe¬ 
less, the statement clearly emphasizes the vital interest of the 
nation in the prosperity of the building industry. 

SUMMABY 

The building industry, as w’e have shown, is the second or 
tliird largest in the nation; it employs two and one-half million 
men; its output in recent years has averaged $5,000,000,000. 
Nevertheless it is a loose organization of small units in which 
the individual entrepreneur has little capital and employs few 
men; the work is done in a hit-or-miss fashion; employers’ or¬ 
ganizations are weak; while those of employees are strong and 
active. 

These conditions are most marked in the housing industry, 
w'hich comprises more than one-half of all building construc¬ 
tion, so that the housing industrj^ is of the same stature as the 
steel, oil, clothing, and meat industries. Its annual production 
in the last decade, worth three billion dollars, has equaled the 
average normal post-War yearly expenditures of the Federal 
Government. Yet, compared with other industries of similar 
size, like steel or cotton manufacturing, the housing industry 
is lacking in efficiency. It is a heterogeneous mass of small in¬ 
dustries, and these are subdivided into other very small units. 
The nucleus of the mass is the building contractor, sometimes 
technically aided in defining his product by an architect or 
engineer. Around him are grouped numberless units of all sizes 
and kinds whose function it is to supply him with the W’ide 
variety of materials he may W’ant and the labor for fashioning 
and combining them into a house. The average contractor is en¬ 
gaged in relatively very small operations and very small quan- 
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tity purchases. He has limited credit and limited capital. Nor¬ 
mally he cannot save in his actual construction operations by 
discounting his bills for materials nor in financing through 
ample funds. Less than 25 per cent of the building contractors 
in the United States handle business of $25,000 a year or 
more; 75 per cent handle less. The subcontractor, who is an 
essential part of the industry as now organized, averages still 
lower. 

Employers’ organizations exist, but they are necessarily loose 
and non-profit-making, and are but little concerned with 
management problems; being generally occupied with broad 
principles and policies. Often when they have endeavored to 
cooperate along specific lines they have been unable to do so 
effectively. 

The workers in the building trades, on the other hand, are 
highly organized into unions, which have repeatedly obtained 
increased wage scales out of harmony with those of other indus¬ 
tries. The building-trades unions are among the most independ¬ 
ent of all. They have frequently resigned from and rejoined the 
American Federation of Labor, which does not seem to exercise 
appreciable control over them. The degree of organization 
varies with the locality and wdth the exact trade involved, but 
only transport and clothing workers and miners are more 
highly organized. In general the unions may be credited with 
one-quarter of those engaged in the industry. 

The organization of the building trades in this and other 
countries presents a curious mixture of socially constructive 
purposes and economically destructive acts. Though the reason 
for this disharmony probably is less the fault of labor unionism 
than of our present social structure, nevertheless some dire in¬ 
fluence certainly distorts the generally meritorious purposes 
on which labor unionism is founded. While society suffers from 
this slip ’twixt the cup and the lip, labor itself suffers most. 

Various writers critical of conditions in the building industry 
have often blamed its non-integrated condition upon the trades 
unions. Such a charge cannot be substantiated. As a matter of 
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fact, the trades unions may more properly be praised for such 
integi'ation as exists than blamed because there is so little. 

Present-day building construction involves a wide varietj' of 
w^ork whose very special character is but poorly defined by any 
generally recognized and expressible standards; and the work 
must be done mostly in the field by hand implements and under 
insufficient supervision. In some large cities about fifty crafts 
are used in building construction. High efficiency may be de¬ 
veloped in such an organization as that required for a large 
office-building or factory; but in small dwelling-house construc¬ 
tion, with perhaps fifteen specialized trades working on a job 
under nearly as many subcontracts, no such efficiency seems 
possible. It is a converting and fabricating process. Eacli build¬ 
ing is a special order differing from every other, and involving 
a large and entirely different bill of materials; a normal project 
ma 3 ’ involve a thousand or more such separate retail items. For 
each job a special system of field management and labor or¬ 
ganization is set up. The only constant factor is the technique 
of the general contractor in charge of the job. No wmnder the 
home construction process usually resembles the last days of 
the Tower of Babel. 

Far from being an exaggeration, this is a conservative 
statement of conditions in the housing industry. Anyone who 
has experienced the process recalls it as a morass in which he 
floundered, uncertain wffiere he stood at every point, over¬ 
clouded by legalities and financial, physical, and industrial 
complications. The house w'hich probably represents to the 
average home-buyer the largest single purchase of his life, re¬ 
quiring one-sixth to one-fifth of his income to maintain, should 
be a tangible, clearly defined project; the ways and means of 
purchase should be equally defined and easy. But emphatically 
thej" are not. The prospective owner is at the mercy of forces 
and conditions beyond his control and beyond his ken. His ef¬ 
fort to acquire a home calls for the coordinated work of a large 
number of men, each of them not permanently related to his 
colleagues but working for his own interest. This is not to say 
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that the steamfitter, for instance, preys upon the innocent 
owner, but he does deal as an expert with a novice. Perhaps the 
owner trusts all to his architect, but the architect is undertak¬ 
ing a really impossible job — to coordinate, regulate, and con¬ 
trol contractors and subcontractors, materials, methods, speci¬ 
fications, and costs. Genuine efforts to guide the owner are being 
made by the building and loan associations, by architects’ asso¬ 
ciations, and by sundry publications. But the situation of the 
man who would build a house remains a pitiable one. 

It does not appear that particular blame attaches to any in¬ 
dividual or any particular group in the industry for this cha¬ 
otic condition. Features of the present industry are good or bad 
simply as they compare with features of other industries. Indi¬ 
viduals in the building industry are similar in psychology and 
in ability to those in other industries. The conditions which we 
criticize are evolutionary in their character; in so far as they 
are relatively bad, they indicate that the building industry has 
not followed so far along the path of evolution as have other 
industries. 

From the evidence offered in this chapter, two facts emerge as 
clear as crystal. This enormous industry is a loose, heterogene¬ 
ous aggregation of numerous interrelated sub-industries and 
crafts. It is out of date in point of organization and technique. 



CHAPTER VI 


Relative Efficiency of the Building Industry 


A ll of the disabilities enumerated earlier result in 
waste, the one universal and ever-present charac¬ 
teristic of the building industry. Wasteful methods 
of lumber manufacture, wasteful labor regulations, 
wasteful legislative restrictions, and wasteful de¬ 
mands of the owner reduce the efficiency of construction and 
result in a cost that makes home-ownership unnecessarily ex¬ 
pensive for all and impossible for many. Mention has already 
been made of the loss involved in the duplication of builders’ 
estimates, and in the heavy cost of accident insurance; yet 
these wastes, which can be definitely estimated, are small as 
compared Tvuth those due to such intangible factors as failure 
to adopt modern methods and large-scale production, inefficient 
planning, and interruptions to work. A Committee of the 
Federated American Engineering Societies estimated that 53 
per cent of building operations represented waste.^ If the an¬ 
nual building bill of the country be taken at $4,500,000,000, 
this would mean a total of $2,250,000,000. This may be an 
exaggeration, but the evidence presented thus far shows that 
waste reaches a staggering total. 

Needless waste means reduced efficiency. In most major in¬ 
dustries such losses have been eliminated or reduced and the 
by-products utilized to an extent that has made their efficiency 
a byword. 

As a result of such reduction of waste and of changes 
in methods, including the development of power machinery, 

1 Federated American Engineering Societies, “ Waste in Industry,” p. 9. 
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standardization, and routing systems, there has been a pro¬ 
nounced increase in productivity per worker in many major 
industries. 

The public is familiar with the assembly platform of the 
Ford Motor Company, where each worker stands at a certain 
point and performs only a single operation as the material 
passes him, until at the end of the line the finished automobile 
is ready for use. This method is no longer unique, but is typical 
of the process utilized in every automobile plant producing cars 
in large numbers. Some such change in production methods 
has occurred in the case of almost every article entering into 
the family budget, from food to cosmetics, with the important 
exception of shelter. 

Productive efficiency is usually expressed in terms of labor 
output but increases in output per worker are often due largely 
to changes in equipment, methods, and organization for wffiich 
the -worker himself has little responsibility. The change in 
individual output is thus a measure of the efficiency of an in¬ 
dustry or plant as a whole and not of any single factor. Nor 
is such gain in output a complete measure of changes in effi¬ 
ciency; in many cases it has been accomplished only by a de¬ 
cided increase in plant investment, so that production must be 
maintained on a strictly large-scale basis if the advantage of 
increased per-capita output is not to be offset by an increase 
in overhead expense. 

A broad comparison of hand methods of a century ago with 
modern machine methods shows a phenomenal increase in output 
per worker — often 20, 30, or 50 times as much; in some in¬ 
stances more than 100 times. In the case of staple agricultural 
crops, data compiled by the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics indicate that in seventy-five or eighty years produc¬ 
tion per worker has increased under modern methods by 
amounts ranging from 100 per cent to more than 10,000 per 
cent. Thus, as against 62.4 man-hours per acre required for 
the production of wheat in 1850, only 1.6 man-hours were 
needed in 1924; this is equivalent to a gain of 3800 per cent 
in output per worker. The corresponding gain for production 
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of corn was over 500 per cent, for cotton S7S per cent, and for 
potatoes 118 per cent. For harvesting of hay the increase was 
recorded as 1217 per cent. The average increase in produc¬ 
tivity for the four crops was 1185 per cent." 

This, of course, applied only where modern methods were 
used- No such increase occurred for the entire production of 
the country. 

For the specific operations of harvesting and threshing of 
wheat, still greater percentage increases were shown by this 
study, amounting in the case of California to 12,000 per cent, 
or 120 times, where the w'ork was done by the modern “ com¬ 
bine ” as compared with the old-fashioned sickle or scythe and 
mattock and flail. 

A pamphlet issued by the International Harvester Com¬ 
pany ® gives the following comparative costs of preparing an 
acre of ground by different methods; some of the figures are 
evidently approximate. 


With primitive tools . $160.00 

With a spade .. 40.00 

With a plow and one horse or mule. 6.50 

W^ith a plow and four horses. 3.60 

With a 15 horse-power machine. 1.23 


This shows a reduction of 99 per cent in cost. Of the estimated 
cost of $1.23 by machine, 33 cents was allocated to man labor 
and 90 cents to interest, depreciation, repairs, and other 
operating costs. In the shelling of corn a modern power sheller 
operated by one man can shell 720 bushels in a twelve-hour 
day. This is approximately ninety times the output per man 
under the old hand methods of long ago.* 

Even greater increases are shown in some other industries. 
The time required for carding cotton under the old-fashioned 
methods of 150 years ago, a government report states,® was 
more than 4000 times that required under the machine methods 

2 Monthly Labor Review, October, 19S1, pp. 1-Si. 

® Intcmatlonal Harvester Company, Muscles or Motors, p* 9* 

4 Monthlv Labor Review, October, 1931, p. 19. , ^ 

UnitedCommissioner of Lalwr, Thirteenth Annual Report, 1898 
(GFO, Washington, 1899), pp. 40-41, 217. 
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of the late Nineties; and where under the old hand methods 
3117 hours of labor were required to produce 100 pounds of 
No. IS cotton yam, only nineteen hours were required under 
the machine methods of 1896, and since then there has been 
a further reduction. 

A w’riter who has made a special study of industrial evolu¬ 
tion in the United States estimates that under the hand spin¬ 
ning methods of 1800 a single worker could produce 4 skeins 
of yarn per day. In 1815 a mill spinner could tend 90 spindles 
with a total daily output of 180 skeins. “ Ten years later each 
operative served more spindles and each spindle produced 5 
skeins of yam. Within another decade spinners operated nearly 
200 spindles and each of these produced a stiU larger product.” ® 
Today, a single spinner often tends from 1600 to 2000 spindles. 
Exact comparisons with hand methods are difficult, but the 
gain in output has been sensational. The per-man-per-hour out¬ 
put of a modem factory spindle is estimated at 108 times that 
of the cJmrkha of India (the hand-operated spinning wheel 
of that country) when the latter is operated with greatest skill, 
and 206 times when it is operated with ordinary skill. ^ 

Again, take the case of the common nail. In early Colonial 
days the manufacture of nails was largely a home industry; ® 
they were so expensive that settlers in moving from one com¬ 
munity to another sometimes burned their cabins to save the 
nails,® while w'ooden pegs were very extensively used. Today 

8 Clark, V. S., “ History of Manufactures in the United States, 1607-1860,” 
Vol. I, p. 4^. 

Gregg, Richard B., “Economics of Khaddar” (S. Ganesan, Triplicane, 
Madras, India, 1928), p. 37. 

8 In Birmingham, England, alone, 60,000 persons were at one time engaged 
in making nails by hand. (Chamberlain, J. P., “How We Are Sheltered” [The 
Macmillan Company, New York, 1911], p. 143.) 

9 “Small landowners, in deserting their homes with a view to making a 
settlement elsewhere on more fertile soil, were in the habit of burning their 
cabins when abandoned, in order to secure the nails by which the planks were 
held together, and so general did this habit become that in 1644-45 it was pro¬ 
vided by law, as a means of destroying the motive for setting the houses on fire, 
that each planter, when he gave up his dwelling, should be allowed, at public 
expense, as muy nails as two impartial men should calculate to be in the frame 
of the deserted residence.” (Bruce, Philip A., “Economic History of Virginia 
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a hot iron rod is passed through a series of machines at high 
speed, and the finished product is turned out so economically 
that its factory value per pound is only a little more than 
that of the steel from which it is made. It is not worth a car¬ 
penter’s time now to pick up nails dropped in the course of work, 

When friction matches were first invented they were dipped 
by hand. No statistics are available as to the output under 
the hand method, but the efficiency of modern match-making 
machinery is so much greater that statistical comparisons 
would be almost incredible. The same would be true of many 
types of glass manufacture. 

In making these comparisons it is necessary to bear in mind 
that the character of the product often has undergone con¬ 
siderable change, so that all ratios are approximate. For ex¬ 
ample, a modern shoe with its eyelets, linings, trimmings, etc., 
is a very different article from the shoe of 150 years ago. In 
most cases comparisons for identical products, if data were 
available, would show even greater ratios of increase than 
those already given.^° 

Even if comparisons be made with the machine methods of 
fifty, seventj'-five, or a hundred years ago, they often show 
pronounced increases in per-capita output. In many branches 
of cotton manufacture, for example, the output per worker 

in the Seventeenth Century.^’ Quoted from Monthly Labor Review, January, 
I9m, p. 14.) 

10 In this connection the following extract from the report of the 
sioner of Labor, already referred to, is pertinent: At first thought one would 
naturally suppose, in comparing the old hand-work system with that of the 
modern factory, after the method that had been set forth in the preceding pages, 
that articles of the two periods exactly alike would be selected for the purpose. 
This would have been done had it been possible to find them. The truth is that 
scarcely an article now in use is the exact counterpart of the one serving the 
same purpose forty or fifty years ago. The one in use today will usually be 
found superior to the one used in days gone by. . . . Tbe fact that the plow 
made today is stronger, more durable, and better in all ways simply emphaskes 
the advance that has been made in the manufacture of one of the farmer’s most 
Important implements. Were It possible to express this added value in figures, 
the superiority of the modern over that of the past would be strikingly shown 
and the advantage for the plovr of today exhibited In the figures of time and 
cost In the detailed table -would be greatly magnified,” (Commissioner of Lalwr, 
** Thirteenth Annual Report,^’ pp. 15-16.) 



230 the evolving house 

today is several times that of a century ago. When textiles 
first became a factory industry, it was common practice for 
an operative to tend only one or two looms, and this average 
still holds in certain foreign countries. In the United States 
the number of looms per operative has steadily increased until 
at the present time a single weaver working on print cloth 
and sheetings sometimes tends from 72 to 84 looms. For 
certain special products, in exceptional instances, a single 
operative tends more than 100 looms. Such looms, although 
automatic in their operation and upkeep, require some sup¬ 
plementary labor by other operatives not required in the case 
of the common looms of earlier days. Nevertheless, the increased 
per-capita production of a modern American weaving plant 
compared to that of a mill wuth American equipment of one 
hundred years ago, running on similar goods and in each case 
counting all the employees engaged in the weaving department, 
may be estimated at fivefold to sevenfold. 

Because most cotton mills change frequently from one prod¬ 
uct to another, and make radical changes in the character of 
their products, it is exceedingly difficult to secure comparable 
data over long periods of time. The author was fortunate 
enough to obtain from the Nashua Manufacturing Company a 
comparison covering nearly a hundred years; the figures, 
given in Table 44, show an increase of over 650 per cent per 
operative on the basis of pounds woven, and of 600 per cent 
on the basis of yardage. Despite the marked improvements in 
cotton manufacturing machinery, only a small part of this 
increase is attributable to a larger output per machine, the 
gain being chiefly due to the increased number of spindles or 
looms tended by a single operative. This in turn is due to the 
automatic character of machinery, which has steadily reduced 
the amount of manual labor required. “ Table 45 gives com- 

The Thirteenth Report of the United States Commissioner of Labor, 
already referred to, showed that whereas In 1835 it required 5130 man hours 
to produce 5CK) yards of gingham stripes, In 1895 the time had been reduced to 
119 hours* In 18T0 It required 1440 hours to produce 12 dozen pairs of cotton-age 
trousers; In 1095 less than 150 hours. These figures were averages for several 
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parisons for certain specific cotton manufacturing operations 
for 1892-1932. 

The gain in productivity in cotton manufacturing sho’W’n 
by these figures is supported by evidence compiled by a British 
cotton-trade authority for the principal spinning and manu¬ 
facturing centers of the Lancashire (England) cotton district. 
According to this study, the average output in spinning rose 

TABLE 44> 

Per-Hour Production Per Spindle, Per Loom, and Per Operative 
IN A Large Cotton Mill Making Sheetings, 1838, 1876 and 1932 ® 


Per cent 
increase 


Pounds woven 

1838 

1876 

1932^ 

1838-1932 

Per spindle. 

_ 0.042 

0.041 

0.067 

59.5 

Per loom . 

- 1.264 

1.242 

2.000 

58.2 

Per operative. 

. 0.983 

2.244 

7.375 

650.2 

Yards woven 

Per spindle. 

- 0.124 

0.120 

0.183 

47.6 

Per loom. 

- 3.729 

3.642 

5,490 

47.2 

Per operative.. 

. 2.898 

6.580 

20.266 

599.3 


(а) Data furnished by W. H. Cadwell, Agent of the Jackson Mills, Nashua 
Manufacturing Company. 

(б) For seven full weeks ending February 20. 

(e) In some types of modern gplnning the per-man output is as much as 
15 to 26 pounds, while weaving varies from 17 to 24 pounds. 


from 968 pounds of yarn per worker in 1819-21 to 5520 
pounds in 1880-82, an increase of 470 per cent, while the 
average output of woven cotton goods increased during the 
same period from 342 pounds per worker to 4039 pounds, a 
gain of nearly 1100 per cent. The average output per spindle 
in these British mills rose only from 15.2 pounds to 31.5 pounds, 
or a little over 100 per cent; the average output per loom 


plants. Figures for selected individual plants and for specific operations showed 
that the time spent in producing a given unit or product under the old-fashioned 
machine methods of the earlier periods frequently was thirty, forty, fifty, or 
more times that required under the machine methods of 1895-98, (pp. 88^1). 
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TABLE 4f5 

Per-Hour Production Per Operative in Certain Occupations in a 
Large Cotton Mill Making Sheetings, 1892 and 1932® 

Pounds Per cent Yards Per cent 



1892 

1932 

increase 

1892 

1932 

increase 

Roving spinners . 

50.43 

105.2 

108.6 

145.6 

289.0 

98.4 

Other card-room 
hands . 

25.90 

48.9 

88.8 

74.8 

134.5 

79.8 

All . 

17.11 

33.4 

95.2 

49.4 

91.8 

85.8 

Yarn spinners . .. 

39.83 

131.9 

231.1 

115.0 

361.9 

214.6 

Other spinning- 
room hands . 

30.46 

45.2 

48.3 

87.8 

124.1 

41.5 

All . 

17.26 

33.6 

94,6 

49.9 

92.4 

85.1 

All dressing hands 

32.90 

78.7 

139.2 

95.0 

216.3 

127.6 

Weavers. 

8.04 

91.6 

1,039.3 

23.2 

251.9 

985.7 

Other weave-room 
hands . 

74.80 

37.6 

dec. 

216.0 

103.3 

dec. 

AU . 

7.26 

26.7 

267.7 

21.0 

73.3 

249.0 

Total of above ... 

3.51 

9.1 

159.2 

10.2 

25.0 

145.0 

All cloth-room 

hands . 

78.90 

98.8 

25.2 

227.9 

271.0 

18.9 

Shops, yard. 

44.30 

64.1 

44.7 

128.0 

176.1 

37.5 

Entire mill. 

3.13 

7.4 

136.4 

9.0 

20.2 

124.4 


(a) Data fumihhed by W. H. Cad well. Agent of the Jackson Mills, Nashua 
Manufacturing Company. (Overseers and office force not included.) 


increased from 335 pounds to 1806 pounds, or about 440 per 
cent.^^ 

A much greater increase in production per worker is shown 
in the iron and steel industry over a seventy-five-year period. 
A comparison prepared by the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics indicates that between 1850 and 1925 the output 
per man per year in blast-furnace production increased from 
25 long tons to 125T long tons, or almost fifty times.^® 

la Ellison, Thomas, “ The Cotton Trade of Great Britain.” Quoted by Jacob 
Sdioenhof in ** A History of Money and Prices ” (G. P. Putnam Sons, New 
York, 1896), pp. 224-22S. 

a® Monhily Labor Review, June, 1928, p. 29. In some recent discussions it 
has been claimed that output in recent years is 660 times that of fifty years ago. 
The actual ratio for this period appears to be a little over twenty times. 
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This great increase has been largely due to the development 
of machinery and plants with capacities undreamed of a hun¬ 
dred years ago. To take only one illustration: the total an¬ 
nual output of the 804 blast furnaces in the United States 
in 1840 is estimated at about 283,000 tons.^* Today a single 
modern blast furnace has a capacity of almost exactly this 
total.^® 

The boot and shoe industry affords a striking example of 
the change which has occurred in production methods and 
productive efficiency. Shoemaking, which was essentially a hand¬ 
work operation in the early part of the nineteenth century, is 
now almost exclusively a factory industry, and its machinery, 
division of labor, and especially routing of work have been 
developed to an exceptional degree, almost comparable with 
the operation of a modern railway system. The result of these 
changes has been a marked increase in output per w’orker. 
According to the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
whereas in 1863 it required 1832 hours of labor time to 
produce 100 pairs of shoes, in 1923 it required only 107 
hours. This shows a relative increase in productivity per hour 
from 7.8 to 133.5, or of about sixteen times, during the sixty- 
year period.^® Doubtless the per-man output in 1863 was much 
higher than it was under the hand methods of a century 
earlier.^^ 

In railroad transportation, the tractive power of locomotives 
has almost doubled during the present century, and the average 
capacity of freight cars has increased by 50 per cent. These 

Clark, Victor S., “ History of Manufactures in the United States, 1607- 
1860,” Vol. I, p. 600. 

15 The total annual capacity of the 18 completed blast furnaces in Indiana 
on December 31, 1931, was 5,054,700 tons or an average of over 280,000 tons. 
The aggregate annual capacity of 25 furnaces in Illinois on the same date was 
5,537,200 or an average of about 220,(HX) tons per furnace. (American Iron & 
Steel Institute, “ Annual Statistical Report, 1931 ” [New York, 1932], p. 20.) 

16 Monthly Labor Review, January, 1927, p. 42. 

ir It took a shoemaker in ancient Rome five and a half days to make a pair 
of shoes. Today the per-capita output in a modern shoe plant would be about 
seventy times as great. (Raymond, Allen, “What is Technocracy? ” [McGraw- 
HUl Bodk Company, New York and London, 1933] p. 89.) 
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changes were accompanied by a decided increase in the average 
train-load, which rose from 184 tons in 1891-95 to 706 tons 
in 1928/® In the mining of bituminous coal, where machine 
processes have been developed on an extensive scale, the output 
per man per day increased during the period 1890 to 1930 by 
nearly 100 per cent/® 

COMPARISONS COVERING RECENT PERIODS 

Even during the past twenty-five or thirty years the develop¬ 
ment of machinery and of manufacturing methods has pro¬ 
gressed so rapidly that there has been a further pronounced 
gain in per-capita output in most major industries. For the 
four major divisions of industry, mz. agriculture, mining, 
manufacturing, and transportation, the average increase in 
per-capita output during the first quarter of the present 
century is estimated at 60 to 75 per cent; in mining alone 
the per-capita output has more than doubled. Comparisons by 
the United States Department of Commerce and the National 

TABLE 46 

Percentage Increases in Per-Man Octpct in Four Major Divi¬ 
sions OF Industry in the First Quarter of the 
Present Century 


Per Cent Increase 

Industry USDC “ NBER ^ 

Agriculture . 61 63 

Mining. 118 99 

Manufacturing . 48| 42-| 

Transportation . 63^ 56 

Average . 58^ ® 76 


(а) “ Cominerce Year Book, 1930,” Vol. I, p. 28. The base year is 1899 and 
the period covered 1899-1927. 

(б) National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., “Recent Economic 
Changes,” Vol. II, p. 462. The base period is 1898-1900 and the period is from 
then to 1924-26. 

(c) Weighted by the number of workers in 1899; if weighted by the value 
of products in that year, the average increase would be 87 per cent. 

1® Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1982, pp. 369 and 876. 

Monthly Labor Review, December, 1980, p. 42, and February, 1933, 

p. 261. 
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Bureau of Economic Research are given in Table 46. For the 
group of manufacturing industries collectively the yearly 
changes in per-man output from 1899 to 1927 are shown in 
Table 47. It will be seen that the greater part of the gain in 
this period was made after the close of the World War. 

TABLE 47 

Index Numbers of Per-man Output in Manufacturing 
Industries, 1899-1927 

(1899 = 100) 



NBER’^ 


2^BER 


index 


index 

1899 

100 

1914 

108.5 

1900 

96.2 

1915 

117.5 

1901 

101.8 

1916 

119.2 

1902 

103.4 

1917 

109.8 

1903 

100.7 

1918 

104.7 

1904 

104.0 

1919 

104.5 

190.5 

113.3 

1920 

107.9 

1906 

114.0 

1921 

107.3 

1907 

108.5 

1922 

128.5 

1908 

101.5 

1923 

132.5 

1909 

109.6 

1924 

133.0 

1910 

108.7 

1925 

145.4 

1911 

103.4 

1926 

148.7 

1912 

114.6 

1927 

149.5 

1913 

116.3 



(a) National 

Bureau of Economic 

Research, Inc., 

“ Recent Economic 


Changes,” Vol. II, p. 454. 

In individual industries the percentage increase has been 
very much greater. The United States Bureau of Labor Statis¬ 
tics has from time to time compiled index numbers for eleven 
selected industries. For the period 1914-27, as shown in Table 
48, these studies show an increase ranging from 24 per cent 
in the case of boot and shoe manufacture to 178 per cent for 
automobiles and 292 per cent for rubber tires. 

The automobile industry is a classic example of increased 
per-capita production. From 1.56 vehicles per wage-earner 
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TABLE 48 

Percentage Increases in Output Per Man Per Hour in Eleven 
Selected Industries, 1914—1927 ® 


Industry Per cent increase 

Rubber tires. 292 

Automobiles . 178 

Petroleum refining. 82 

Flour milling . 59 

AU industry. 55 

Cement manufacturing . 54 

Leather tanning. 41 

Paper and pulp. 40 

Cane sugar refining. 33 

Slaiigliteriiig and meat packing. 26 

Boot and shoe mainifaetnrmg .. 24 


(a) Monthly Labor Review, March, 1960, p. 2, 

Note* These percentages do not measure the relative efBciency of production 
in different Industries. Thus in the boot and shoe industry, which stands at the 
bottom of this list, mass-production methods had been carried to an advanced 
stage prior to 1914 

per year in 1899 the output rose to 9.76 in 19^5, or more than 
500 per cent, largely because in 1899 the industry was in its 
infancy. After the industry became stabilized the rate of in¬ 
crease was much slower. Thus in 1919 the output was 5.52 
vehicles per wage-earner, in 1921 it was 7.53, and in 1923 
9.64; in the following two years it rose only to 9.76, and in 
the next two years the index of per-man-hour productivity 
declined (see Table 49). 

Turning from manufacturing industries to a radically dif¬ 
ferent field— road construction — it is reported that “ a typi¬ 
cal gang for constructing a concrete road, consisting, under 
methods in use before 1919, of about 74 men, would construct 
up to 350 feet of pavement per day; in 1928 a gang of 45 men 
would often construct 800 feet of pavement per day. Accepting 
these estimates, which have been judged reasonable by several 
competent engineers, the daily output per man increased from 
4.7 to 17.7 lineal feet of road surfacing. Accompanying the 
change in methods, contractors have had to increase the amount 
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of equipment required for road building, and its value now 
commonly amounts to from 35 to 50 per cent of the value of the 
season’s contract.” 

In the case of ditch-digging, some modern machines do the 
work of fifty men. 


TABLE 49 

Index op Productivity of Fourteen Types of Machine Tools 
Extensively Used in Modern Plants “ 



(1902 == 

100) 


Year 

Index of productivity 

Year 

Index of productivity 

1904 

110 

1918 

220 

1906 

130 

1920 

230 

1908 

150 

1922 

260 

1910 

155 

1924 

360 

1912 

170 

1926 

460 

1914 

200 

1928 

670 

1916 

210 

1930 

700 


(a) Ernst and Ernst, Weekly Bulletin/’ June 2, 1931. 


The instances here given alford an idea of the changes which 
have occurred in productivity in some of the country’s major 
industries. They may not be altogether typical but at least they 
show beyond a doubt that in many major lines of industry there 
have been revolutionary changes in methods of manufactur¬ 
ing, largely due to the introduction and perfection of power 
machinery, which have resulted in tremendous increases in the 
output per worker. Whether the increase has been 100 per 
cent, 500 per cent, or 1000 per cent is not vital for the present 
purpose.®^ The point is that they have been of the order of 
hundreds of per cent. 

20 National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., “'Recent Economic 
Changes/’ VoL I, p. 248. 

21 In recent discussions on technocracy claims have been made that output 
under present machine methods is in some cases many thousand times that under 
hand methods of earlier periods or even under that of machine methods of 
comparatively recent times. Many of these claims have been shown to be ridicu¬ 
lous exaggerations. For example, in one case an increased output of about 
9000 times was claimed for the manufacture of electric light bulbs by a certain 
new machine. The eddtor of the Iron Age placed the ratio at not over sixteen 
times and held that if all collateral conditions were tdsen into account It might 
be only four times. (Raymond, AUen, “What is Technocracy?” pp* 15^156.) 
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PRODUCTIVITY OF DWELLING-HOUSE CONSTRUCTION 

Experience in building construction, at least in the dwelling- 
house branch, is in sharp contrast with the conditions just de¬ 
scribed. Precise comparisons are not available, but the evidence 
is clear that there has been no increase in the efficiency of 
dwelling-house construction at all comparable with the gains 
in the production of wheat, pig iron, cotton goods, and shoes. 
The output per worker in some building trades is said to be less 
than it was fifty or a hundred years ago.“^ There have been no 
such revolutionary changes from hand to machine methods as 
have occurred in many manufacturing industries. “ Bricks are 
still laid in the same way as they were in the time of Moses.” 

In the plastering trade the w'orkmen’s tools are almost iden¬ 
tical with those of a century ago. It is true that in the manu¬ 
facture of many building materials, bricks, cement, hardware, 
and numerous other items, large-scale production has been 
done with a marked increase in productivity per worker. 
Again, in the case of certain items such as blinds, window 
sash, doors, and window and door frames, where the manufac¬ 
ture has been transferred from the hand shop to the factory, 
an important gain in per-capita output has been achieved. 
But when it comes to the manufacture of these elements into a 
house, a very different situation is presented. Instead of a 
smoothly functioning arrangement of different processes, such 
as that already noted in automobile and shoe manufacture, 
we find the time-honored disorganization, frequent delays, 
ivaste of material, tearing down of work to correct mistakes or 
to make room for some accessory, and a score of other wasteful 
practices. There has been during the last twenty-five years 
some gain in productivity per w'orker in building construction, 

22 See p. 541. 

23 A permissible exaggeration, Egyptian snn-dried bricks were, it is true, 
laid In tbe familiar English bond but the bedding was of Nile mud with alfa 
grass, often plaited, as reinforcement. True mortars are not to be found until 
the i^riod when bricks were burned, but the Sassanians, the Saracens, and the 
builders of the late Middle Ages all produced brickwork containing all the 
feature of present-day masonry and actually superior to it. 
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but this is insignificant compared with the increases in manu¬ 
facturing industries where mass-production methods have been 
brought to a high degree of perfection. 

Immediately after the World War productivity in build¬ 
ing construction fell oif sharply. In 1920 bricklayers on ordi¬ 
nary wall work laid only about 500 bricks per day against an 
average of 1200 to 1500 a day prior to the World War.®* This 
may be due partly to the disorganization of working forces 
and management incident to the prosecution of the War; in con¬ 
siderable measure it is due to the severe shortage of building- 
trade labor immediately after the War and to the intense com¬ 
petition of employers in reconstituting their working forces. 
Whether consciously or not, a let-down on the part of building- 
trades workers resulted, and the output per worker decreased 
from 30 to 50 per cent. 

This condition was temporary, and with the recovery of the 
industry from war disorganization and an increase in the sup¬ 
ply of workers the per-man output steadily improved, and in 
a few years was back at the pre-War level. In recent years, when 
the volume of construction and the demand for labor have been 
sharply curtailed, there has been a decided increase. From data 
gathered from contractors in thirty-six cities, the Engineering 
News-Record concluded that there was a gain of 19 per cent 
in the productivity of building-trade labor between 1926 and 
the early part of 1932. It estimated that from 1926-29 the 
gain was 6 per cent, that in 1929 there was a gain of 9 per 
cent and in 1931 a further gain of 3 per cent, making a cumu¬ 
lative total of 19 per cent over 1913. Table 50 gives the data 
by individual cities,®® and indicates that the most pronounced 
gain in efficiency occurred in New York City. These figures 
cover general building and not merely dwelling-house construc¬ 
tion ; they may be chiefly controlled by large-scale operations. 
Nevertheless it is reasonable to assume that dwelling-house con¬ 
st In the British building trade, as shown on p. 460, output fell off even 
more sharply. 

CoBStructioii Costs/’ p. 8. In this table the average increase from 1^26 
to 1929 is shown as 5 per cent. 
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TABLE 50 

Index Numbers of Estimated Productivity of Building-Trades 
Labor in Various Cities, 1927-1932.® (1926 = 100) 



1927 

1928 

1929 

1980 

1981 

1982 

Amarillo, Tex. 

. . . - 

— 

— 

— 

— 

115 

Anderson, Ind. 

. . . 100 

100 

110 

120 

120 

— 

Anburndale, Mass. 

80 

75 

71 

105 

108 

— 

Babylon, N. Y. 

98 

97 

98 

108 

110 

— 

Bethlehem^ Pa* . *. 

... 110 

110 

100 

90 

90 

— 

Birmingham. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

133 

Bloomington, Ill. 

.. . 100 

100 

110^ 

125 

137 

— 

Boston, Mass. 

. . . 100 

100 

120 

120 

120 

— 

Canton, Ohio .. 

.. . 100 

100 

125 

125 

130 

— 

Chapel Hill, N. C. 

90 

92 

95 

100 

105 

— 

Chattanooga . 

... 100 

110 

120 

130 

135 

— 

Chicago . 

. . . 100 

100 

105 

120 

125 

— 

Cincinnati ...... 

. . . 106 

110 

115 

120 

120 

— 

Cleveland. 

. . . -- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

125 

Cumberland, Md. 

... 100 

105 

105 

110 

120 

— 

Duluth . 

. .. 100 

100 

105 

110 

120 

— 

Greensboro^ N* C. 

... 100 

— 

— 

— 105-110 — 

Knoxville^ Tenn. 

. . . 100 

100 

100 

120 

120 

110 

Lincoln, Neb. 

. . . 100 

100 

100 

110 

125 

— 

Milwaukee. 

... 100 

100 

110 

110 

110 

130 

Montgomery, Ala. 

95 

90 

85 

100 

110 

120 

New Britain, Conn* , .. 

.. . — 

— 

— 

— 

— 

115 

New York .. .. 

... 100 

104 

108 

125 

125 

140 

Oklahoma City . 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

120 

Roanoke . 

.. . — 

— 

— 

— 

— 

130 

Bock Island. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

110 

Bockford, Ill. 

... 100 

92 

92 

100 

100 

— 

St. Louis . 

. . . 100 

95 

90 

105 

115 

118 

Salt Lake City. 

. .. — 

— 

— 

— 

— 

115 

San Antonio. 

.. . — 

— 

— 

— 

— 

115 

San Francisco. 

. .. 100 

100 

125 

125 

125 

— 

Seattle . 

... 100 

100 

117 

119 

122 

— 

Sioux City. 

... 100 

100 

105 

105 

115 

105 

Syracuse ... 

... 100 

100 

90 

110 

110 

— 

Trenton . 

... 100 

100 

100 

100 

106 

112 

Wichita, Kan. .. 

... 100 

— 

— 

— 

— 

110 

Average . 

... iob 

100 

105 

114 

ns 

119 


(a) Bn^neeriiig News-Record, “Construction Costs,” 19^, p. 8. 

Not*. Apparently the productivity of labor includes any gain in efficiency 
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struction shared in the improvement; how much of the gain is 
attributable to better management and equipment and how 
much to labor alone cannot be stated. 

Table 51 gives a private estimate for construction in New 
York City from 1913 to 1931. Since much of the construction 

TABLE 51 

Index Numbers of Estimated Productivity of Building-Trades 
Labor in New York City, 1913--1931 ® 



(1913— 100) 

(1926 === 100) 

1913 

100 

90 

1914 

105 

95 

1916 

111 

100 

1916 

111 

100 

1917 

111 

100 

1918 

105 

95 

1919 

100 

90 

1920 

89 

80 

1921 

111 

100 

1922 

111 

100 

1923 

111 

100 

1924 

111 

100 

1925 

111 

100 

1926 

111 

100 

1927 

III 

100 

1928 

116 

104 

1929 

120 

108 

1930 

139 

125 

1931 

139 

125 

Engineering News- 

-Record, “ Construction Costs,” 

1932, p. 8. 


in New York is of large buildings, where modern methods are 
extensivelv employed, it is doubtful whether there has been a 
corresponding gain in the case of dwelling-house construction. 

Such statistical evidence is corroborated by statements of 
prominent builders and by research studies. The Associated 
General Contractors of America, while unable to furnish 
statistical data, held in October, 1930, that with certain ex- 


of management methods and other factors. As these figures were published in 
Aprtt, 1982, figures for 1932 presumably represent conditions obtaining rather 
early in the year. 
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ceptions, notably bricklaying and plastering, there had been 
a general improvement in efficiency, attributed to improved 
management and methods, and a general increase in production 
per man per day. In this connection it was stated; 

“ In order to make a comparison of the efficiency of today with 
other years, consideration must be given to a number of factors. 
A modern structure is relatively a more complex one than that of 
former years, and considerable investigation would be necessary 
to determine the relative weight to be given each of these factors 
in order that the picture be not distorted. However, inasmuch as 
building costs are not as high as material and labor costs would 
indicate in comparison with former years, which can only be ac¬ 
counted for because of a greater general efficiency, I believe that 
we are safe in assuming that generally this efficiency carries 
on down through the organization to the productivity of the 
tradesmen.” 

A pronounced increase in productivity since 1913 for certain 
groups of building-trades workers was reported by one large 
construction company, as indicated by Chart 43; this com¬ 
parison w'as for commercial construction and may not reflect 
conditions in residential building. It was the opinion of this 
company that there had been a further increase in productivity 
since 19^9. 

In some building operations substantial progress has been 
made in the development of labor-saving devices. Thus, the use 
of a steam shovel in excavating the cellar of a house is no longer 
unusual, while in carpentry work new tools have been intro¬ 
duced which have greatly shortened the time required for a 
given operation. Among these are electric hand-saws, electric 
planes, hammers, screw'-drivers, floor-nailers, mortisers, drills, 
grinders, and polishers, not to mention others. Similar prog¬ 
ress is reported in the European building industry. Thus, ac¬ 
cording to one writer,®’^ 

Foremany H. Engineer, The Associated General Contractors of 
America, Im* 

2 T M^cjnet, Housing Problems and the Depression’"^ (International 
Lalmir Rei^kw, February, 1033, pp. 1~81)- 
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“ In recent years there has been an enormous advance in mecha¬ 
nization and standardization in the building trade. This improve¬ 
ment is quite general, and present-day building undertakings are 
so equipped as to be able to build much more rapidly than some 
twenty years ago and with fewer workers. An example cited in a 
report of the International Federation of Building Operatives 
shows that a large building firm in Berlin which had only some 20 
machines in 1913 had nearly 200 in 1928. In particular, the num- 

- CHART 43 - 

AVERAGE MAM-HOUR PRODUCTION OF CARPENTERS,STRIPPERS,CONCRETE IA60RERS, 
MECHANICS,AND LABORERS ON REINFORCEMENT IN THE UNITED STATES:!9i5-l929 
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her of concrete mixing machines rose from 2 to 30 and of electric 
motors from none to 90, while the firm also now possesses ex¬ 
cavators, works locomotives, and many other machines which were 
not in use by it twenty years ago.” 

Unfortunately the adoption of such devices on small con¬ 
struction jobs has not become general in the United States, 
and a vast amount of work is still done in the old-fashioned, 
laborious, costly, and w^asteful manner. It is true that some 
of the modern machines and tools are expensive; on the other 
hand, many of them are well adapted to use on small jobs. 

There is, then, considerable evidence of an appreciable gain 
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in efficiency of production in building trades in recent years; 
but complaint is still general that in some occupations, notably 
bricklaying, the output per man per day is no greater, and 
perhaps less, than it was before the War. For some time prior 
to the World War an average of 1200 to 1500 bricks per man 
per day on such straightaway work as a tenement-house party 
wall, without windows, was commonly obtained. In 1923 a 
special study by the United States Bureau of Labor Statis¬ 
tics revealed that the average number of bricks laid per eight- 
hour day in fifteen cities was 1360; excluding three cities with 
the lowest averages, that of the remaining twelve was 1490 
(see Table 52). 

The average per-man per-day production in 1923 showed 
little change over the average just prior to the outbreak of 
the World War. During the recent years of depression there 
have been some reports of increased output as compared with 
the pre-War level, but such limited records as were found do 
not wholly support this conclusion.^® 

A fair comparison of the average output of bricklayers in 
the northern and eastern part of the country for so-called 
straightaway brick work is as follows (number of bricks per 
man per day of 8 hours) : 

Pre-War — For ten years prior to 1914, bricklayers on tenement 
houses, party walls, using ordinary mortar, laid about 1200 to 1500. 

1920 — Various estimates place the average at about 550 to 800. 

1923 — A government study gives a simple average for nine northern 
cities of 1100. 

1928 — The Metropolitan Life Insurance Company reported for its 
extensive building project on Long Island 1200 to 1600. 

28 Monthly Labor Review, November, 1924, p. 2. As an illustration of the 
lack of data it may be noted that the Commissioner of Labor Statistics in de¬ 
scribing this study stated that his staff “ was unable to find a single building 
contractor, superintendent, or foreman who had a record of work done per man 
hour on the jobs in progress or upon any former job.” The Bureau thereupon 
undertock to compile statistics from observations on work then in progress but 
the difficulties of doing this in the case of carpentry work were from the outset 
so great that the task for this occupation was abandoned and the study practi¬ 
cally reived itself into a report on bricklaying. 

29 See p. 248- 
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1930-31 — Several estimates place the average at about the pre-War 
level, or approximately 1400 to 1500. 

Considerably higher averages are reported in some southern 
and western sections of the country. 

TABLE 52 

Average Number of Bricks Laid Per Hour and Per Day of Eight 
Hours in 1 5 Cities in 1923 ® 

Number of Bricks Laid 
Per Per day of 

hour 8 hours 


Atlanta, Ga. 185 1,482 

Birmingham, Ala. 241 1,928 

Chattanooga, Tenn. 226 1,809 

New Orleans, La. 204 1,628 

Norfolk, Va. 232 1,854 

Boston, Mass. 98 782 

NewYork, N. Y. 158 1,261 

Philadelphia, Pa. 128 986 

Chicago, Ill. 157 1,254 

Cincinnati, Ohio. 132 1,052 

Cleveland, Ohio. 148 1,182 

Denver, Colo. 212 1,699 

Detroit, Mich. 154 1,232 

Indianapolis, Ind. 96 766 

Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minn. 193 1,546 

Simple Average, 15 cities. 1,364 

Simple Average, excluding 3 lowest cities ^ . 1,494 


(a) Monthly Labor Review, November, 1924, p. 2. Based on observations 
made by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. Hie number of bricks 
laid per day is sharply affected by the thickness of wall, number of openings, 
type of bond, and various other factors. The Bureau stated that its averages 
were for “ straightforward ” work and that it made special effort to secure data 
that would be fairly comparable. 

(5) i.e., exclusive of Boston, Philadelphia, and Indianapolis. 

A finn of Boston builders has submitted data from their 
records, having endeavored to select types of work that were 
fairly comparable. Unfortunately most of the data were for 
jobs taken in recent years, while in cases where earlier figures 
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were available the number of jobs was often too limited to 
warrant definite conclusions. 

Table 53 gives comparisons for certain general bricklaying 
work; Table 54 gives similar comparisons for face-brick work. 
It should be understood that the two tables cover very different 
types of work. The laying of face-brick is a much more par¬ 
ticular and slower operation than the lajung of common brick. 
Table 53 bears out the contention already referred to that the 
output per man per day was much smaller in 1920 than before 
the War. Table 54, as far as it goes, tends to show a somewhat 
larger number of face-brick laid per man per day in 1929 and 
1930 than before the War, but the number of jobs covered is 
not large enough to warrant this as a statistical conclusion. 
It was the opinion of this builder in 1930 that there had been 
a marked increase in bricklaying output in the preceding year 
or two and that the average was substantially in excess of that 
obtained before the World War. 

Data for various other operations were furnished by this 
builder, but in most cases they covered only a few recent years, 
so that no conclusions as to trend were possible. In the few cases 
where the records extended back over a period of years, fre¬ 
quently only a single job that appeared to be comparable was 
located. It seems inadvisable to submit comparisons having so 
narrow a basis. In general, evidence of any marked change in 
output as compared with the pre-War period was lacking. 
There was considerable indication of a moderate improvement 
since 1928, but even here the results were not uniform. 

While the various data here presented do not permit of the 
construction of index numbers which would be precisely com¬ 
parable with those prepared by the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics on a much broader base for manufacturing 
industries, they may serve as a basis for approximate compari¬ 
sons. In Chart 44, therefore, an approximated curve for per- 
man output for dwelling-house construction has been entered 
in comparison ivith the index numbers of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics for selected manufacturing industries. 
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The data presented in the preceding pages suggest that the 
efficiency of labor per se in some major building trades is prac¬ 
tically the same as in the period immediately preceding the 
World War. On the other hand, according to several promi¬ 
nent authorities the efficiency of construction as a whole, which 
of course includes the factors of labor-sa\’ing devices and new 
management methods, is higher than in the pre-War period. 

TABLE 63 

Average Number of Bricks Laid per Man per Day on Certain 
Jobs, 1904-20, as Indicated by the Records of a 
Boston Builder® 


General Brick Work 





Number of Brick Laid 





Average 





per man 

Job No. 

Date 

Comment 

Total 

per day 

1 

1904 

All brick work included . 

774,500 

1,040 

2 

1910 

Common and water-struck 





brick, all work. 

603,500 

732 

3 

1911 

All work included. 

600,000 

863 

4 

1914 


127,700 

809** 

5 

1914 


455,000 

1,191 

6 

1915 

Chiefly backing work ... 

440,000 

1,380 

7 

1915 


225,000 

1,075 

8 

1916 


1,924,000 

852 

9 

1917 

Common hollow brick 





work. 

789,000 

1,009 

10 

1920 


276,000 

536 


(ffl) Name ■will be supplied by author on request. 

(6) For an S-hour day: average actual production for 9 hours 'was 910. 

The unemployment of the past few years has contributed to 
this slight improvement by stimulating the workers to greater 
effort and enabling employers to pick their men and exercise 
economy. 

Thus the influence of the depression should be emphasized. 
In those manufacturing industries where “ the machine sets the 
pace,” this factor is of far less significance than in the build- 
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ing trades where the bearing of employment conditions on 
productivity of labor has long been recognized. Even the modest 
increase in production in the building trades reported under 
the abnormal industrial conditions since 1929 does not indicate 
a permanent gain in efficiency. In any event, the gain thus far 


TABLE 54 

Average Number of Bricks Laid per Man per Day on Certain 
Jobs, 1904-30, as Indicated by the Records of a 
Boston Builder ® 


Face-brick Work 

Number of Brick Laid 






Average 
per man 

Job No. 

Date 

Comment 

Total 

per dap 

1 

1904 

Kittanning face-brick ... 

112,000 

444 

2 

1915 

Water-struck brick. 

81,000 

600 

3 

1915 


73,360 

344 

4 

1917 

Kittanning face-brick ... 

136,000 

337 

5 

1925 

Sand lime brick, running 





bond; header every fifth 





course * ... 

90,200 

335 

6 

1925-6 

Same as above, except 





header every fourth 





course ... 

33,600 

206 

7 

1925-6 

Water-struck brick; 





header every fourth 





course . 

148,500 

317 

8 

1929 

Water-struck brick, run¬ 





ning bond; header every 
sixth course. 

48,000 

403 

9 

1929 

Ditto . 

3,700 

293 

10 

1930 

Running bond; Flemish 





header every sixth 





course . 

45,500 

616 

11 

1930 

Water-struck brick; 





Flemish bond; header 
every sixth course .... 

42,000 

486 

12 

1930 

Water-struck brick. 

38,000 

483 


(a) Name will be supplied by author on request. 
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reported is insignificant as compared with the advances which 
have been made in many of the country’s major industries. 

The house-building industry is often referred to as an as¬ 
sembling process. This is not a proper term. It is rather a true 
manufacturing process in which materials are cut and fitted 
and nailed and cemented into the final product. 

The major materials of a house have remained unchanged for 
many years, and so have the processes by which they are put 
together. The arts of carpentry, brick work, plastering, even 
painting, are ages old. They were practiced, and well, in Egypt, 
Greece, and Rome. By the time of the Middle Ages the crafts¬ 
manship displayed in them had reached a pitch from which 
present craftsmanship may quite properly be said to have 
receded. 

Meanwhile, the methods of manufacturing everything else 
have progressed and developed amazingly. Increases of pro¬ 
ductive efficiency of 500 per cent during the past hundred 
years are taken for granted. It requires an increase of thou¬ 
sands per cent to be regarded as sensational. 

It is quite true that individual building materials — nails, ce¬ 
ment, steel, bricks, shingles — have reached manufacturing effi¬ 
ciencies comparable to those in most of our major industries. 
But the process of further manufacturing and building these 
materials into a house has lagged behind, has not reacted to the 
stimulus of the Industrial Revolution, Hence the process of 
manufacturing a house is still subject to the manifold disabili¬ 
ties which we have indicated above. 

For the past two centuries this struggle between the group 
productive forces and the building industry has been going on, 
until now the Babel’s Tower of disabilities is about to fall. And 
on its site will be started a new tower of up-to-date construction. 
Once started, it wdll rise rapidly and in a decade, or certainly a 
generation, it will quite likely overtop all other structures. 

Finally, and obviously, these disabilities force and de¬ 
mand a regeneration of the industry. The means to that end is 
necessarily a new conception of building structure based upon 
present-day industrial, commercial, and social conditions. 



CHAPTER VII 


Analysis of the Cost of the Home 


I N primitive conditions as in primitive times the cost of a 
house cannot be measured exactly. It is a matter of human 
effort and convenient materials. It is simple but vague — 
no subject for statistics. Often the obligation of the com¬ 
munity to assist, a moral obligation entirely, plays a large 
part. Gradually, as civilization advances and functions spec¬ 
ialize these vague values are drawn into focus and the medium 
we call money enables us to estimate costs. The improvements in 
the industrial arts, the increase of w'ealth, the tendency toward 
urbanization are reflected in the increasing cost of the home. 
That it does increase with civilization, gradually but surely, we 
can declare, without assigning definite values until practically 
modern times. We cannot turn the searchlight of statistics upon 
the various forms of human effort that were involved in the 
building of an Inca’s palace or a home in Knossos, but we can 
analyze closely the cost of the modern urban dwelling. 

With the development of community and city life the house 
has come more and more to depend upon the cooperation of the 
group,^ and has grown farther and farther away from the oc¬ 
cupant’s control. Of all the budgetary items for the citizens of 
a modern state, shelter is the least understood. To the owner, 
the purchase of a modem house is usually the largest single 
investment of his life; to the tenant, the field of selection seems 
unjustifiably limited and the price of what he wants excessive 
and beyond his means. 

1 Although, as shown in Volume I, the communal building of a house is 
common among primitive peoples and this is an obvious example of group 
cooperation, on the whole the cooperation required in the advanced state is 

far greater although much less apparent* 
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Men in primitive conditions provide themselves with shelter 
directly, naturally, and easily; but men in advanced countries 
find the problem complicated and largely one of “ take it 
or leave it.” Even in country sections, at least in the United 
States, the would-be owner is becoming more and more de¬ 
pendent upon the local contractor, specialized labor, the lum¬ 
ber yard, and the finish mill, and less upon his own labor and 
ingenuity in providing materials and putting them together. 

As a result of increasing complexity of the house mechanism, 
new elements of cost have assumed increasing importance. 
Housing has become one of the foremost elements of capital 
wealth in all advanced countries. At the same time the site, once 
almost valueless, has now become an important factor. The prob¬ 
lem of financing, unknown in early times, is today of primary 
importance; and financing charges often constitute a substan¬ 
tial item in the total cost. Fees for architectural service, insur¬ 
ance premiums on construction, and other incidental charges 
count more than one might think. No analysis of the high cost 
of housing can be effective without determining what propor¬ 
tion must be allotted to each of the major items — some of 
which are likely to be overlooked by the average buyer, who 
wonders why he gets so little for his housing dollar. 

ELEMENTS IN THE COST OF THE HOME 

These proportions are evidently quite variable. They depend 
upon the type of dwelling, the character of the community, 
the materials of construction, the method by which the house 
is acquired. The distribution of costs in an apartment-house 
will differ from that in a single-family dwelling. The relative 
and actual cost of land on a farm or in the country will natur¬ 
ally be lower than in a city or suburb, while the improvements 
also will cost much less, many of them, such as paving, curbing, 
sewers, water mains, and other utilities, perhaps being absent 
altogether. The relationship of elements of construction may 
be quite other in a brick house than in a frame house of the same 
general type. Moreover, the ratios where the owner has the house 
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built to his order will be quite different from those where a 
speculative builder has purchased the land and builds for the 
market, with an overhead and profit necessarily calculated on 
all elements of cost and not merely on the building. Finally’, 
even among comparable houses there may be “wide variations: 
labor costs differ throughout the nation; financing costs show 
divergence, depending both on geography and on the financial 
status of the purchaser. 

Nevertheless, despite these local variations, there is a broad 
relationship between the component cost elements. For example, 
while land is subject to a wide range of unit values, there is a 
more or less natural relationship between its cost and the cost 
of the building erected upon it. Normally one does not find a 
$15,000 house on a $1000 site, or conversely a $2500 dwelling 
on a $5000 lot. Even in the case of apartment-houses, where 
the cost of land may be distributed over a large number of 
dwellings, the land cost per apartment approximates that in 
the case of a single-family home. Again, the cost of modern 
mechanical devices, such as plumbing, heating, and electrical 
equipment, bears a rather constant relationship to the total 
cost of the home. 

It would be a tremendous task to differentiate between all the 
various types of construction; in the overwhelming mass of 
statistics the wood might not be seen for the trees. Moreover, 
the results would probably be both unconvincing and inaccurate. 
For the purposes of this work, it will suffice to consider the 
distribution of cost in the normal home. While the composite 
American home is not a specific thing, the urban single-family 
home, comprising 87 per cent of our homes and representing 
half the nation’s capital home investment, is definite enough to 
be fairly representative; analysis of its cost with side references 
to other types will give us the salient features in the cost of 
the American home. 

For such an urban home, built for the o^er, the major ele¬ 
ments entering into the cost to the purchaser may conveniently 
be grouped under five main heads, as follows: 
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1. Land 

2. Street improvements, utilities, etc. 

3. The building 

a. Structure 

(1) Materials 

(2) Labor 

b. Finish 

c. Accessories 

d. Builder’s overhead and profit ^ 

4. Financing 

a. Interest during construction 

b. Discounts on loans, commissions, etc. 

c. Recording and miscellaneous fees 

5. Architect’s fees (absent in the majority of cases) 

COST OF LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS 

An important factor in housing costs is that the value of the 
raw land represents only a small proportion of the total cost 
of the home, or indeed that of the site alone. The so-called 
“ lot ” improvements — grading, landscaping, and shrubbery 
— and the “ street ” improvements — paving, curbing, sewers, 
water and gas mains, and other utilities — often cost much 
more than the land itself. While this may not hold in the case 
of certain residential sections in large cities, it may be accepted 
as broadly true. In many cases these improvements represent 
from four to five times the cost of the bare land, the ratio 
depending upon the type of community and the density of 
housing. 

The experience of the City Housing Corporation (Table 55) 
offers a concrete instance, although it does not show a typical 
condition, and although the costs include park and lot allow¬ 
ances which do not fall under the technical head of ‘‘ improve¬ 
ments.” The table demonstrates that the cost of raw land in the 
form of the buildmg lot and the cost of the lot ^ finally im¬ 
proved are quite different matters, the raw land being valued by 
this company at only 12 per cent of its final improved lot value. 

In connection with this table, the following comment by Dr. 

^ This item, after Its discussion as a separate unit, will be considered under 
the headings of structure, finish, and accessories. 
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TABLE 55 

Estimated Cost of Improving Residential Land in Sl-perblock 

Subdivision — Bergen Countv, New Jersey'^ 

€mt per Cost per 

sffft*of Mainbieiot 

snlahlelf/t (iOOOsq.ft.) cent 


Item 

Land cost 
of lot 


Land cost 
of beds 
of street 
and park 
areas 


Improve¬ 

ment 

cost 


Land¬ 

scaping 

cost 


Explanation 

Purchase price of unsubdivided 
gross land area, including title 
and title survey expenses, aver¬ 
aging $2500 an acre.. $ -06 

Land area devoted to streets 
and parks, 40 per cent of gross 
land area, leaving 60 per cent as 
net usable or salable area — 
consequently add 40 ~ 60 per 
cent, or %, to above amount, 

making $4000 an acre. -01 

Cost of grading streets, install¬ 
ing storm sewers, sanitary 
sewers, concrete paving, curbs, 
sidewalks, street trees, street 
lights (electricity, gas, and wa¬ 
ter being installed gratis) . . - • .20 

Includes the extra costs of a 
garden community: 

(а) Park development, park 

walks, lights, grading, top 
soil, shrubs, benches, play 
equipment .. -06 

(б) Private lot development 
or yard planting work. 

(This item is usually not 


$210 12 


160 8 


800 40 


240 12 


included as part of the cost 
of real estate and is either 
omitted or considered in 

construction cost.) . 

Overhead Engineering and architectural 

cost fees and expenses for planning 

of the above and supervising, 
plus interest and taxes on the 
land during construction only - 

Total improved cost .. 

(a) CompHed by the City Housing Corporation 


.00 360 IS 


.05 200 10 
$ .50 $2,000 iw 

for its Radbum (New 
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R. T. Ely, who has devoted a large amount of study to land and 
public-utility economics, is worthy of attention: 

“ It has frequently been argued that land is a ‘ gift of nature.’ 
Writers who take this position forget how much of man’s toil goes 
into bringing land into use. Recent studies in land economics have 
shown that land is one form of capital, in the sense that capital is 
* stored up effort.’ Making land utilizable involves real costs and 
heavy expenditures. It is probable that less ‘unearned incre¬ 
ment ’ accrues to the holders of land than to the owners of any 
other agent of production.” ® 

Inasmuch as some writers take the ground that the housing 
problem is almost exclusively a land problem, and that if the 
speculative feature of land values could be eliminated the prob¬ 
lem w'ould largely be solved,^ the figures from Radburn are 
striking in the force they lend to Dr. Ely’s statement. 

It has come to be a rule of thumb in the building industry 
that in urban communities the cost of land with lot and street 
improvements should be about 20 per cent of the cost of the 
completed single-family home; in communities w'here land is 
much cheaper and W'here few street improvements are added, 
the ratio may be nearer 10 per cent. In the case of farm homes, 
where so-called street improvements are often absent, the cost of 
the site may be an insignificant fraction of the total cost. 

The broad rule on this point as laid down by experts of the 
United States Department of Commerce is as follows: 

“Where streets, curbing, sidewalks, water, electric, gas, and 
sewerage improvements have not been made, a lot may sometimes be 
obtained for less than 5 per cent of the total cost of the house and 
lot, and 10 per cent should probably be the upper limit. If all im- 


Jersey) development. See the Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, March, 1930, p. 168. (Article by Richard T. Ely, “Taxing 
Land Values and Taxing Building Values.”) 

8 The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 
March, 1880, pp. 167-168. 

4 See for example, Whitaker, Charles Harris, “The Joke about Housing” 
(Marshall Jotjcs Co., Boston, 19^). 
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provements have been made, the cost of the lot frequently runs up 
to 20 per cent, but it should rarely exceed 23 per cent.” 

The Veterans’ Welfare Board of California reported that of the 
cost of veterans’ homes, 22 per cent on the average was charged 
against the lot, and that “ the lot, unless under exceptional cir¬ 
cumstances, should represent from 20 to 25 per cent of the 
total cost of the home.” ® 

These estimates find confirmation in statistical evidence gath¬ 
ered by Robert Whitten.'^ This information, secured from build¬ 
ers in twenty-five cities, indicated an average ratio of improved 
lot cost to total cost of house and lot of 20.2 per cent, ranging 
from 17-7 per cent in cities with 50,000 to 100,000 population 
to 25.7 per cent in those with 500,000 to 1,000,000. The writer 
just cited also obtained estimates from subdividers and offi¬ 
cials of real-estate boards. Replies from sixty-four cities of 
varying size gave a general average ratio of 18.1 per cent be¬ 
tween the cost of the improved lot and the total cost of house 
and lot. For cities of 500,000 and over the average ratio was 
20.2 per cent, from 16.7 per cent in Detroit to 25 per cent in 
Los Angeles. These ratios related to houses costing from $6000 
to $9000. Broadly speaking, therefore, the value of the site with 
improvements represents about 20 per cent of the cost of a new 
single-family home in urban or suburban communities, fre¬ 
quently a little more. 

In the case of apartment-houses, the cost of the site repre¬ 
sents a lower proportion, since the cost of the land is distributed 
over a number of homes. But even in apartment-house construc¬ 
tion land values are often so high that although an apartment- 
house may contain several hundred apartments, the prorated 


5 Gries, John M., and Taylor, James S., “How to Own Your Home” 
(USDC, 1926), p. 12. 

« Veterans’ Welfare Board of California, “ Annual Report, 1928 (Cali¬ 


fornia State Printing OflSce, Sacramento, 1928), p. 83. 

7 Whitten, Robert, and Adams, Thomas, “ Neighborhoods of Small Homes; 
Economic Density of Low-Cost Housing in America and England” (Pub¬ 
lished by Harvard University School of City Planning, Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, 1931), pp. 34-35, 155-157. 
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share of the site cost still represents a major fraction of the total 
cost per apartment. Such data as were obtained indicate an 
average allowance of 15 per cent for the cost of the site in the 
case of apartment-houses as a fair one.® 

COST or THE BUILDING 

The cost of the building, exclusive of overhead and builder’s 
profit, is the largest single item in the cost of a home. While it 
varies from less than 50 per cent to more than 80 per cent, a 
range of 60 to 70 per cent holds true in a large amount of hous¬ 
ing, especially where cellars are required.® 

COST OF FINANCING 

Original financing costs, which include interest during con¬ 
struction, discounts, and commissions on borrowed funds, as 
well as fees, vary according to the financial status of the buyer. 
The purchaser of a home who is not compelled to borrow finds 
his initial financing charges, other than a few fees, practically 
measured by the loss of interest during the period of construc¬ 
tion. But the great majority of home purchasers are not in this 
position; borrowing on first mortgage is general, and the sec¬ 
ond mortgage is employed in a large number, perhaps a major- 

» For eleven apartment-house projects in various sections of New York 
Citjy erected under the New York State Housing Law (Report of New York 
State Board of Housing, Legislative Document [1932] No. 84 [J. B. Lyon Co., 
Printers, Albany, 1932], p. 69), which provides for tax exemption of the build¬ 
ing over a term of years, the ratio of land cost (which included a considerable 
part of the cost of street Improvements) to total cost is closely in line with that 
for single-family dwellings. Following are totals and average percentages: 

Amount Percent 

Land $1,733,065 17.1 

Improvements, including financing 8,428,009 82.9 

Total $10,1^,074 IMS' 

A study covering thirty-one apartment-houses in the Borough of Manhattan 
Indicated land costs ranging from 27 per cent on side streets to 89 per cent on 
Park Avenue. Conditions in such sections, of course, are not typical. Kerby, 
C. K., ‘‘Gross and Net: What Return on Apartment Investments?” (Building 
Investment, November, 19'S0), pp. 12 and 14. 

» The Committee on Design of the Presidents Conference placed the range 
at 65 to 75 per cent (The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home 
Ownership, VoL V, p. 17). 
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of cases. In highly speculative dwelling-house construc¬ 
tion, third mortgages often are resorted to, but these are 
exceptional among home owners. 

In the case of purchasers who borrow extensively and have 
to resort to junior financing, discounts or commissions on bor¬ 
rowed funds represent an appreciable addition to the capital 
cost.^^ It may be noted here that a discount of 15 per cent on a 
three-year second mortgage is a common occurrence; if this 
mortgage represents 25 per cent of the cost of the home, the 
discount alone constitutes nearly 4 per cent of the total initial 
cost, w'hile commissions and other fees add 1 or 2 per cent or 
more. If a commission is also paid for first-mortgage money, the 
total of these original financing costs may easily amount to 
7% per cent of the purchase price; frequently they are as 
much as 10 per cent. In highly speculative building such fi¬ 
nancing costs may run still higher; one writer, evidently 
discussing building of this character, placed promotion 
and financing costs at 27 per cent of the total cost, land and 
improvements at 21% per cent, and the building at only 51% 
per cent.^® 


COST OF AKCHITECTURAL SERVICE 

It has been estimated that 80 per cent of the single-family 
dwellings in the United States have been built without emploj"- 
ing an architect. In recent years a large number of moderate- 
priced homes have been built from architects’ plans, but these 
plans have often been purchased ready-made from home-service 
bureaus or other agencies, so that the total expense on this ac¬ 
count is insignificant as compared with the total cost of the 
home. A similar lo-w cost may be achieved where a single com¬ 
pany builds a large number of houses from the same plan. 
Where an architect is employed to prepare an original design 
with specifications and also to supervise the construction of the 

10 See p. 347. 

11 This matter is taken up In detail In Chapter X, 

12 Holden^ Arthur C*, Speculating in Homes’^ (The Atlantic Monthly', 
February, 1928, p. 246). 
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house, the proportion of total cost represented by his charges 
becomes significant — frequently 4 per cent for the plans and 
specifications and a further 2 per cent for supervision. 

Practically no authoritative statistical evidence concerning 
builder’s overhead and profit is available. It is generally con¬ 
ceded that the average building contractor operates on a low 
profit margin. As a general rule, an allowance of 12.5 per cent 
for overhead and profit combined is fairly representative. 
Where the builder does not provide the site this must be com¬ 
puted on the basis of the cost of the building only. Offhand 
there would seem to be no reason at all for including “ build¬ 
er’s overhead and profit ” as a separate item. It should be 
merged with the cost of the building and distributed perhaps 
between its different elements. The overhead and profit of the 
furniture dealer, the butcher, baker and candlestick maker are 
not matters of the buyer’s concern. But most of the statistical 
analyses of building costs include this separation. 

If the building represents 65 per cent of the total cost, build¬ 
er’s overhead and profit at 12.5 per cent would add 8 per cent 
of the total cost, bringing the entire cost of the building up to 
73 per cent. An architect’s fee of 6 per cent on the cost of the 
building would add 4 per cent more, making the total 77 per 
cent. Initial financing costs vary widely, from almost nothing 
up to 10 per cent or more. If the average be taken at 5 per cent 
of the cost of the building, this would increase the ratio of 
building cost to total cost to slightly over 80 per cent, leaving 
the established 20 per cent for land and improvements. 

This computation may profitably be tabulated: 

This broad division is closely checked by experience in post-War construc¬ 
tion in Great Britain. Figures collected by Whitten and Adams Neighbor¬ 
hoods of Small Homes/’ p. 168 ) for certain classes of British cottages show; 



Grade A 
home 

Grade B 
home 
Per cent 

Grade 0 
hou»e 

Land 

8.2 

2.8 

2.4 

Street and utility improvements 
Building, including architects’ fees 

16.6 

14.8 

12.9 

and bttUdcrs’ profit 

SQM 

lob.o' 

82.4 

100.0 

84.7 

100.0 
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Land . 5 

Improvements . 14? 

Building . 65 

Builder’s overhead and 

profit (12.5x65)_ 8 

Architect’s fee (6x73) . 4 

Financing (5x73). 4 


100 
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Per cent 

Land and improvements 19 

Building, including over¬ 
head and profit and 


architect’s fee. 77 

Financing . 4 


100 


Clearly the cost of the house itself is by far the largest item, 
twice as large as all the others put together; and many of these 
other items vary with the cost of the house. It is obvious that if 
major savings are to be made in the cost of the whole home, 
the chief place to make them is in the house itself; this leads us 
to further analysis of the cost of the building. 

ANALYSIS OF THE COST OF THE BUILDING 

A, On the Basis of Structure, Finish, and Accessories 

The cost of the building may conveniently be divided into 
structure, finish, and accessories. 

Structure includes such items as foundation and cellar work, 
the frame, roof, exterior boarding and clapboarding, shingles, 
stucco or brick covering, stair work, and exterior doors and 
windows. 

The term “ finish ” is ordinarily used to include finish car¬ 
pentry such as finish floors, interior door and window frames, 
interior doors, miscellaneous mill work, part or all of the lathing 
and plastering, painting, both exterior and interior, paper¬ 
hanging, and tile work. 

The term “ accessories ” as here used includes the major 
types of mechanical equipment discussed in Chapter II, i.e., 
plumbing, heating, and various electrical installations, and also 
a number of miscellaneous items such as screens, shades, gas 
ranges, and kitchen stoves, where the stove is not used as the 
main source of heat for the house. 
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The following distribution is in line with general practice in 
the industry: 


Structure 
Excavation 
Stone masonry 
Brick masonry 
Rough carpentry 
Cement work 
Stair work 
Structural steel 
Roofing 

Labor — general 
Sheet-metal work 
Hardware — rough 
Glazing 


Finish 

Finish carpentry and 
mill work 
Lathing and 
plastering 
Painting 
Tile work 
Cabinet work 
Hardware — finish 
Paper hanging 


Accessories 
Plumbing 
Heating 
Electric wiring 
Lighting fixtures 
Range 

Gas water heater 
Refrigerator 
Radio and telephone, 
screens and shades 


Such a classification should not be interpreted rigidly. Items 
like excavation, masonry, concrete, and roofing, while chiefly 
structure, may include ornamental or other features which 
could properly be placed under finish. Carpentry appears in 
both fields. Lathing might be regarded as preparatory to finish¬ 
ing and is sometimes classed under finish, but the strength 
added to an ordinary stud w’all by lath and plaster cannot be 
disregarded, and a part of this item should be allocated to 
structure. Painting is ordinarily classed under finish, yet a 
priming coat, at least, is essential to the preservation of the 
structure. A certain amount of roofing is required to keep out 
the w’eather and is certainly structure, but practically every 
roofing has certain decorative qualities which have been at¬ 
tained at increased cost and which must be classed as finish. 

Taking the distribution of major operations given in the 
first column of Table 56 as a basis, the following division by 
percentage between structure and finish may be a reasonable 
approximation: 


TTttse itms, of course, may include certain portions of finish. 
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Total 





Including 

Excluding 


Structure 

Finish 

accessories 

acceiiories 

Excavation and grading . 

1.0 

0.3 

1.3 

1.8 

Masonry. 

13.7 

1.1 

14.8 

20.2 

Carpentry and hardware 

15.0 

12.3 

27.3 

37.1 

Concrete. 

11.7 

— 

11.7 

16.0 

Hoofing. 

1.8 

— 

1.8 

2.5 

Plaster, tiles, etc. 

4.0 

7.7 

11.7 

16.0 

Painting and glazing . ,. 

0.2 

4.0 

4.2 

5.7 

Papering . 

— 

0,5 

0.5 

0.7 

Accessories . 



26.7 



47.4 

25.9 

100.0 

100.0 


The small allowance for finish in masonry is intended to repre¬ 
sent decorative brick work not really essential to the structure. 
An allowance of 55 per cent of carpentry work to represent 
structure seems fair.^® 

Such major accessories as plumbing, heating, and electrical 
equipment constitute 15 per cent, SO per cent, or even more of 
the total cost of construction. Including still more recent equip¬ 
ment such as electric or gas refrigerators and oil-burning 
plants, the proportion would be even higher. 

A general idea of the importance of major accessories is af¬ 
forded by the distributions in Table 56 as reported by various 
agencies, the other items entering into construction work also 
being given. Chart 45 shows these distributions graphically 
with special emphasis on the major accessories. It will be seen 
that the cost of the major accessories in these cases represented 
from 17 to 23 per cent of the total cost of the building, aver¬ 
aging 21 per cent. If to these there be added the cost of 
miscellaneous accessories, the proportion may be raised to 25 

^5 A distributiOE based on the cost of constmctlng a typical house of six 
rooms and bath in Philadelphia in 1914,1920, and 1921 is given in the Appendix, 
p« 503. This indicates that items which could be classed as finish represented 
approximately 30 per cent of the total constraetlon cost, but this proportion 
might be reduced somewhat by allotting part of the lathing and plastering to 
structure. 
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per cent. The relative cost of accessory equipment has steadily 
been increasing in recent years, and with the prospect of fur¬ 
ther new features, such as mechanism for air conditioning, it 
promises to increase still further. 


TABLE 56 

VaHIOUS DiSTKIBtJTIOXS Of DiEECT COSTSTEIXCTIOIT CoSTS IST ReSIDESTTIAI. 
BDIUOmG IN THE UNITED STATES AS RePOETED BY 
Ceetain xVgencies 


United 

States Copper 

Bureau War In- and 

Labor Sta- dustries Brass American 


tistics a Board Research Brass 

Operation 19S1-S2 1915Ass’nc Company^ Averages 

Excavation and grading 1.3 4.4 2.2 6.6 f 8.4 

Masonry . 14.8 12.7 11.6 ^ 13.0 

Concrete . 11-7 — ^ 

Plaster, lathing, tile 1 

and stucco *. 11.7 14.4 13.0 13.0 

Carp*^try . 27.3 44.9 ^ 36.9 i 34.6 35.6 

Roofing. 1.8 2.7 6.6 6.2 4.3 

Painting and glaring 4.2 3.1 5.6 6.2 4.5 

Papering . 0.5 — 


Accessories 

/ Plumbing . 

Heating and venti- 

1 lating . 

Wiring and fixture.? 

Miscellaneous. 

Total 


10.1 ) 


6.6 } 

4.5 J 

5.5 


21.2 


6.9 1 

11.4' 

11.3 ' 

9.9 ' 

1 . 

8.3 

17.0 g^[23.3 

8.1 

' 23.0 iji g * 

1.8 J 

3.3 

2.0 

3.6 

3.3 

0.8 

2.3 

2.6 


(a) Average based on construction in fifteen cities (Monthly Labor Review, 
October, 1932, p. 768). 

(5) Estimates for a twelve-room two-family wood-frame and stucco house 
(“Economics of the Construction Industry” (USDC, GPO, 1919, p. 89). 

(c) Based on actual construction costs of nine houses varying in price from 
,^000 to ^3,000 (“ A Real Home ” [Copper and Brass Research Association, 
New York, 1927], p. 43). 

(d) Covering labor and materials cost of an “ average rust-proofed house.” 

(e) This is merely a simple average of the percentages here given. Data for 
a true average were not available. 

(f) Includes landscaping. 

(g) Omitting American Brass Company. 

(ft) Stucco specifically mentioned only in Copper and Brass Research Asso¬ 
ciation report. 

(i) Includes cost of hardware. 












CttART 45 


YARlOliS DiSTRiBUTlONS OF THf TOTAL LABOR AHO MATERIALS COST Of 
RESIDENTIAL C0N3TRUCTI0H IN THE UNITED STATES 



* AMERICAN BRASS COMPANY 



(!915) 





COPPER AND BRASS RESEARCH AS5U 
{1927) 



{!93! AND 1932) 


Accessories Excavating and Grading | | Building Proper 


Notes:- + For an "average rust-T?roofcd house 

(irr this*C3se excavating and Smding 
also Irclodee'bndacBpIng) 
tesed m «dyal <»rtatnK:tkw costs of 9 Iwses 
vartflf^ In pr^e fiom _^ 0 O 0 to ddbrs 

t Eetlfiiafes wm IZ^rccwi Z^-fenlly wckkJ fran^ 
acKl sti^o hoyse 

11 Data from United States Dtrc«i of labor Stallstfcs 
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To sum up, then, in the case of a representative suburban 
home with modern equipment, 45 to 50 per cent of the cost of 
the building may perhaps fairly be assigned to structure, 30 to 
25 per cent to finish, and 25 per cent to accessories. To reduce 
the cost of accessory equipment, much of which is produced 
under large-scale methods, is difficult; it follows that plans for 
a reduction of construction costs must take account not only 
of the structure but also of finish. 

B. On tlie Basis of Materials and Labor 
For many years it was an accepted rule in the building in¬ 
dustry in the United States that the cost of the building could 
be apportioned on the basis of 60 per cent for materials and 40 
per cent for labor. This allocation is commonly accepted in 
Great Britain. Approximately the same ratios were adopted as 
typical by Canadian builders at a conference held in Ottawa in 
1921.’^® This division relates to the bare cost without contrac¬ 
tors’ overhead and profit; if the latter be included, the ratios for 
materials and labor would be somewhat lower than those just 
given. 

In recent years construction authorities have allotted a lower 
proportion to materials with a compensating increase for labor; 
a ratio of 55 per cent for materials and 45 per cent for labor 
was more or less commonly accepted in 1931. This covered vari¬ 
ous types of building construction and was admittedly an ap¬ 
proximation. For residential construction a similar division was 
indicated by a report of the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, based on actual construction in three cities in the 
United States in the early part of 1928; for the three com- 

16 Department of Labour, Canada, “Joint Conference of the Building and 
Construction Industries in Canada, Ottawa, May, 1921 ” (Supplenaent to the 
Labour Gazette, May, 1921), Bulletin No. 3, Industrial Relations Series, p. XVI. 
The Conference declared its agreement that the cost of a building was divided 
in general as follows; direct labor, 35 per cent; materials delivered on the con¬ 
tract, 55 per cent; contractors’ overhead and profit, 10 per cent. Omitting the 
latter item, the ratic« would be: labor per cent, materials 61.1 per cent. 

ir Monthly Labor Review, January, 1929, p. 2. The cities were Washington, 
D. C., Cincinnati, Ohio, and Decatur, Illinois. 



CHART 46 


PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF COST OF COHSTRUCTiOM, BCTWEtH 
LABOR AND MATERIALSJN CERTAIN RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL 
CONSTRUCTION IN SPECIFIED CITIES OF THE UNITED STATES •* 1928 

Redrswn from Cliarf of lini^cc! Sfat'es Bureau of l^or Si'aHsfics* 

MMSiii labor CI~"1 Materials 


RcsIdertHal Buildings Hon-I^esklenl'lal Buildings 
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bined, the cost of materials represented 54 per cent of the total 
and labor 46 per cent. The survey covered several types of 
residential building in each city, and included both frame and 
brick construction; there was a considerable range in the aver¬ 
age percentages as between different cities. Chart 46 gives the 
distribution by cities, and for non-residential as well as resi¬ 
dential building. 

These figures related to the early part of 1928. Between 
1928 and 1932 there was, as shown later in this chapter, a 
drastic decline in the cost of building materials. The percentage 
decline in building-trades wages, even after allowing for the 
fact that nominal wage scales did not fully reflect actual re¬ 
ductions, was considerably less, and some students of construc¬ 
tion costs regarded a 50-50 division as more representative of 
conditions in 1932. On the other hand, a survey by the United 
States Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1931-32, covering fifteen 
cities, showed an average division of 62.7 per cent for materials 
and 37.3 per cent for labor; the highest proportion for labor 
for any city was 43.1 per cent for Boston; for Dallas, Texas, it 
wajs only 26 per cent.^® Table 57 shows the average division for 
residential buildings for each city and the highest and lowest 
percentages for labor and materials for individual buildings; 
the general averages by cities are given graphically in Chart 47. 
Chart 48 shows the distribution of costs as between labor and 

18 The Bureau stated: ^^The cost figures given in the present article repre¬ 
sent only the actual cost of the building from the time excavation started. They 
do not include overhead expenses, profits, cost of land, finance charges, or 
architect's fees* The cost of material is its actual cost as delivered on the job. 
Including freight and hauling. The labor costs are actual wages paid to labor on 
the job and do not include any shop labor, such as that involved in the making 
up of miilwork, the cutting of stone at the quarries, or fabrication in the mills.’’ 
(Monthly Labor Review, October, 19S2, p. 768.) 

It One eaqilanatlon of the difference in the results shown by the two surveys 
may be femnd in the fact that the latter study included seven cities in southern 
stat^j where wages are lower than those In the cities covered by the 1928 
survey. It seems hardly probable that the difference in the results shown by 
the two surveys reflects a corresponding change in trend. In this connection 
the Bureau was unable to state ^ whether this was caused by the difference in 
cities, lowering of wages. Increased efficiency of labor, or the use of more ex¬ 
pensive materials, or a combination of all four.” (Monthly Labor Review, Oc- 
totwr, 1932, p. 765.) 



- CHAUT 47 - 

PEBCENTAGE OISTRiBUTION OF COST OF CONSTRUCTION, 

BETWEEN MATERIALS AMD LABOR, FOR CERTAIN RESIDENTIAL BOILDINS 
IN SPECIFIED CITIES OF THE UNITED STATES: 1931-1932 

Charged from dala of United States Bureau of lai>or 
Statistics in Monthly Labor Review of October I93Z 
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materials for different operations for residential building in 
the fifteen cities combined. 

A census report on the construction industry in 1929 showed 
that for approximately $3,500,000,000 of building construc¬ 
tion of all classes, including subcontract work, by establish- 

TABLE 57 

Pehcentage Distribution of Cost of Construction between Ma¬ 
terials AND Labor for Residential Construction in Fifteen 
Specified Cities, 1931-1932 “ 

Averages Range in Individual 

hy Buildings 

Cities Material Labor 

Material Labor High Low High Low 


Atlanta, Ga. 70.1 29.9 73.8 63.5 36.5 26.2 

Boston, Mass. 56.9 43.1 60.9 43.8 56.2 39.1 

Chicago, Ill. 65.1 34.9 65.9 60.3 39.7 34.1 

Dallas, Tex. 74.0 26.0 80.2 68.8 31.2 19.8 

Duluth, Minn . 66.3 33.7 70.1 62.3 37.7 29.9 

Indianapolis, Ind. . 59.7 40.3 72.3 56.3 43.7 27.7 

Little Rock, Ark. . . 67.7 32.3 71.2 62.3 37.7 28.8 

New Orleans, La. . . 69.4 30.6 73.1 60.8 39.2 26.9 

New York, N. Y. .. 59.6 40.4 67.8 57.2 42.8 32.2 

Roanoke, Va. 64.1 35.9 69.3 59.6 40.4 30.7 

Saginaw, Mich. ... 66.5 33.5 67.8 64.1 45.9 32.2 

St. Louis, Mo. 63.0 37.0 70.4 55.7 44.3 29.6 

Salt Lake City, Utah 65.6 34.4 67.9 61.8 38.2 32.1 

Seattle, Wash. 57.5 42.5 68.6 65.5 44.5 31.5 

Trenton, N. J. 59.0 41.0 62.7 52.4 47.6 37.8 

Weighted average, 

15 cities . 62.7 37.3 


(a) Monthly Labor Review, October, 1932, pp. 764-766, 

ments doing a business of more than $£5,000 each, the ratios 
were 58.3 per cent for materials and 41.7 per cent for labor. 

All in all, then, there is firm ground for accepting the tradi¬ 
tional 60-40 division, albeit in some sections or communities 
the ratios may depart considerably from this average. Chart 49 
is a graphic presentation of the relative cost of the principal 
















CHART 48 


PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF LABOR AND MATERIALS COSTfOR 
CERTAIN RESIDENTIAL BUILDING IN FIFTEEN CITIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES BY MAJOR 0PERAT10N3:i93l-l932 

Redrawn from Chart of United States Bureau of L^>or Staf is+ics 


^ LABOR 

COMBINED COST 


EXCAVATING AND SRADINS 

1.3 

BRICKWORK 

14.8 


CARPENTER WORK Z7.3 


TILE WORK 3.5 

CONCRETE WORK 11,7 

ELECTRIC WID1N6 AND FIXTURES 4,5 

HEAT1N6 AND YEHT1LAT1N6 6.6 

PLUMBWe 10.1 

PLASTERIN6 AND LATHIH6 5,2 

PAINTINS 4.2 

PAPCRIH6 0.5 

ROOnNS «.a 

MISCELLANEOUS 5.5 


100 , 0 % 


1 ! MATERIALS 
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items in the cost of a home on the 60-40 basis. The upper bar 
shows the cost of the building only; in the next bars the items 
for labor and materials contain an allowance for builder’s over- 

- CHART 49 -- 

PERCCHTA6E DISTRIBUTION OF COST OF LABOR AKP MATERIALS 
AND OTHER MAJOR ITEMS C0MP05IH6 COST OF AN URBANOR 
SUBURBAN HOME IN THE UNITED STATES (APPROXIMATE): 1930 



MATERIAL _ F. F. 

52.5 % 12.5% 


LABOR 



35% 


LABOR 



28% 


MATERIAL 


42 % 


F.F. LAND 



NOTE:- F.F., Fees, Financing, efc.- 

head and profit; in the second bar there is an allowance for 
financing cost, while in the last bar the cost of the site is 
included.*® 

*0 This is in accordance with the arrangement of items given on p. 254^ and 
that the builder did not provide the land. If the home is purchased 
frmn a speculative builder, the latter would expect to make a profit on the land 
and other items, and the percentages for other items in the final bar of the 
chart would be correspondingly less. 
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The inclusion of these additional items means that labor and 
materials constitute a much smaller proportion of the cost of 
the complete home than they do of the cost of the building alone. 
Whereas cost of materials represents 60 per cent of the latter, it 
represents only 36 per cent of the former. Similarly, the cost of 
labor, which was 40 per cent of the building cost, constitutes 
only ^4 per cent of the home cost. This statement refers to what 
may be termed construction labor only. As already indicated, 
a considerable part of the final land cost really is labor cost.®^ 

We have thus seen that from the viewpoint of the building 
contractor the total cost of the house is divided betw’een the 60 
per cent cost of materials and the 40 per cent labor of con¬ 
struction and installation. This ratio has persisted to an un¬ 
usual degree in different periods and regions, even though ma¬ 
terials have been sometimes up and sometimes down; in different 
sections and in houses of different plan and type there is a varia¬ 
tion in the ratio, but only a slight one. 

From the viewpoint of the owner, more significant ratios are 
those between the three major factors of structure, finish, and 
accessories (heating, lighting fixtures, and similar require¬ 
ments) ; 40 to 50 per cent of the total cost is required for struc¬ 
ture, 35 to 25 per cent for finish, and 25 per cent for accesso¬ 
ries. Again, it is extraordinary how these percentages persist, 
both in the modern urban and rural single dwelling and in the 

21 It is obvious that in the last analysis nearly all the cost is that of labor, 
since the cost of materials is largely made up of the labor cost of fabricating 
them. 

22 A table in the Appendix (p. 564) gives the average distribution of the 
costs for residential building in the fifteen cities referred to on p. 270, first by 
major operations, such as excavation, brick work, carpentry work and plumbing, 
and then for each of these operations as between cost of material and labor 
cost. There is naturally much variation in these proportions. For example, in 
excavation, plastering, painting, and papering, labor costs run considerably in 
excess of the cost of materials, whereas in carpentry, electric wiring and fix¬ 
tures, plumbing, and heating equipment the reverse is ordinarily true- The lower 
part of this table gives similar distributions for a British cottage. 

A distribution of the total cost of materials and of labor, respectively, for 
a fra m e house and for a brick house, as computed by the USDC in 1922 is 
shown in tabular form in the Appendix, p. 565; this table also gives a similar 
distribution for the British cottage. 
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large city apartment-house, notwithstanding that the last two 
centuries have shown a growing percentage for accessories and 
a consequent decreasing one for structure and finish. 

COURSE or BUILDING COSTS 

Broadly speaking, the trend of wholesale prices of com¬ 
modities in the United States during the past 130 years has 
been downw^ard. Although this movement has been violently in¬ 
terrupted in three great war periods — the Napoleonic Wars, 
the American Civil War, and the World War, the average level 
in 1930 was lower than it was in 1800. 

The course of dw’elling-house costs has by contrast been al¬ 
most steadily upward; but we must allow for the fact that the 
dwelling of 1930 was a very different thing from that of 1800. 
It included not only such expensive accessories as bathrooms 
and central heating plants but a large number of other features 
which w’ere absent or unknown in earlier years. This may seem 
to invalidate the comparison; yet to a greater or less degree 
similar qualifications apply to most other products. The mod¬ 
ern mow'ing machine and even the plow, for instance, are very 
different articles from the early models; the latest steel rail 
is almost as far removed from the first flat iron rail as from 
a stick of oak timber; there is probably a greater difference be¬ 
tween the first automobile and present-day models than between 
the house of 1800 and the house of today. Yet, while many of 
these other improved products cost less than they formerly did, 
the dwelling-house costs more. We shall first consider this up¬ 
ward course of costs in terms of absolute “ current ” dollars, 
and then develop such information as is available regarding in¬ 
dex numbers for the cost of dwelling-house construction. 

Currency fluctuations introduce difficulties into these com¬ 
parisons. While in many economic studies index numbers are 
corrected to allow for them, no attempt has been made to do so 
here; on account of the long period covered this w’ould involve 
an undue amount of labor, while in many cases satisfactory data 
for such correction are not available. 
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In the Colonial period, when lumber was almost the sole build¬ 
ing material and a supply was to be had practically at the door¬ 
step of the home builder, and wages were low, the cost of shelter 
was small. Early records contain frequent references to the 
sale of houses, often with considerable land, for £20, £15, or 
even less. In 1664 the total value of ninetj'-five log houses in 
Dedham was placed as low as £691; only four were valued as 
high as £20 each.“^ The average sale price of houses changing 
hands in Plymouth Colony in about 1650 was less than £25, 
the prevailing value of a bullock was about £6, and that of a 
cow about £5, and judging from these and other commodity 
prices houses “quoted at £25 and less were very simple and 
primitive.” 

More than a hundred years later, in 1767, a valuation of the 
towm of Haverhill, IVIassachusetts, listed 281 houses at only £5 
each.“^ It seems certain that these valuations were often nominal, 
but the fragmentary evidence at hand leaves no doubt that the 
cost of a modest house in those days was but a small fraction of 
what it is now. Even at this time, however, there were many 
dwellings rated at much higher values than those cited; a Dutch 
writer is quoted as recording that in 1681 the City of New York 
contained 500 houses built with Dutch bricks, “ the meanest not 
valued at less than £100.” 

In connection with these figures it should be kept in mind that 
wages in early days were far below those of recent years. In the 
Colonial period common laborers frequently received only 30 or 
40 cents a day, and carpenters in Massachusetts were paid 
about 75 cents.®’^ By 1800 the wages of carpenters were $1 to 

23 Weeden, W. B., “ Economic and Social History of New England, 1620- 
1789 ” (Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston, 1890), Vol. I, p. 283, 

24 MTiipple, Sherman L., and Waters, Thomas Franklin, “ Puritan Homes ” 
(Ipswich Historical Society, Publication No. XXVII, Salem, Massachusetts, 
1929), p. 18. 

26 Weeden, W. B., “ Economic and Social History of New England, 1620- 
1789,” Vol. II, p. 730. 

26 Quoted by J. L. Bishop in “History of American Manufactures from 
1608 to 1860” (Edward Young & Co., Philadelphia, 1864), Vol. I, p. 224. 

27 In 1630 a Colonial court in Massachusetts ordered that carpenters and 
certain other building-tradesmen should not receive more than 2 shillings (48.6 
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$1.25 a day, but the average wages of all workers, even exclud¬ 
ing farm labor, were well under $1. Nevertheless, while the low 
costs of dwellings in the early periods under discussion were 
partly due to low wages paid building-trades workers — an 
important factor — and partly to the limitations on purchas¬ 
ing power imposed by wages in general, the pronounced rise in 
building costs since then reflects many other influences, such as 
the change in the value of the dollar and in the character of the 
dwelling, already described. 

From the limited information obtainable it is impossible to 
define a general average of costs for the Colonial period. But 
with the close of the eighteenth century we can begin to make 
generalizations. The census of dwelling-houses taken in connec¬ 
tion with the federal direct tax of 1798 showed an average 
value of $508 for 276,695 homes (including the sites); since 
homes valued at $100 and less were excluded, this average must 
exceed that of all buildings then standing. We may assume 
that the latter average in 1798 was only about one-half this 
figure, or $250. Yet there were at this time many homes valued 
at thousands of dollars each, and the legislation calling for this 
direct tax provided for graduated rates of taxation for homes 
Tvorth $80,000 and over.®® 

Such an average valuation may seem low, and it is possible 
that assessors then underrated, as they have since frequently 
underrated, the going sale value. There is, nevertheless, plenty 
of evidence that a modest house could be built in the east¬ 
ern United States at the close of the Eighteenth Century for 
a few hundred dollars. It was said of dwellings in Philadel¬ 
phia in 1793 that “houses of wood are cheaply built. A 


cents) per day, hut owing to a scarcity of such labor the rate actually paid 
wm considerably higher (USBLS, ^History of Wages in the United States 
frcwa Colonial to 10^” [GPO, Washington, 1929], p* 47). 

2 ® p. 14. 

A of real «tate taken in connection with the direct tax of 

1818, but the Talue of hous^ was not shown separately from the value of land* 
» A 'CarefuHy itemised report of this census for the City of Boston shows 
many lious« valued at several thousand dollars each* 
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house of two stories, six yards by four, will cost about £50 
Sterling.” 

Tench Coxe, at one time Assistant Secretarj’ of the Treasury, 
outlined a scheme for creating a market town in Pennsylvania 
about the year 1790 in which he suggested the erection of 794 
brick and stone houses at an estimated cost as follows: 


No. of houses 

Valuation 

O 

510 

$ 300 each 

$153,000 

220 

500 each 

110,000 

50 

800 each 

40,000 

10 

2,000 each 

20,000 

4 

650 each 

2,600 

794 

Average 

a) Inclusive of the value of the lots. 

$325,600 

$410 


This estimate indicates that a modest dwelling could be obtained 
at that time for about $300. 

In 1840 the Census reported the number of new dwellings 
erected in the United States; the indicated average cost was ap¬ 
proximately $774,®* ranging from $220 in North Carolina to 
over $3157 in Louisiana.®* 

Building costs rose sharply after the Civil War, reaching a 
peak in the Seventies. After a fairly sharp decline they rose 
gradually during the remainder of the century. In 1900 the 
average cost was about $1300. 

From 1900 to the outbreak of the World War, average costs 
showed a further gradual increase; after the War an extraor¬ 
dinary rise in costs occurred. This is clearly indicated by Table 
58, which shows the annual average cost, exclusive of site, of a 

31 Cooper, Hiomas, “ Some Information Respecting America ” (J. Johnson, 
London, 1794), p. 96. 

32 Coxe, Tench, “ A View of the United States of America ” (William Hall 
and Wrigley and Berriman, Philadelphia, 1794), p. 887. 

S3 Apparently this is the only occasion that such information was gathered 
by the Census. The averages by states are given in the Appendix, p. 567. 

3* Presumably the high average for the latter state was due to the erection 
of a large number of mansions, since the Massachusetts average w^ $1759 and 
that for New York only $1130. 
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two-story house in Philadelphia and that of apartments and 
tenements in New York City over a period of years, as indicated 
by building-permit data. 

Since 1920 the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics has 
regularly collected data on the per-family cost of housing in 
leading cities, as indicated by building-permit records.®® The 
Bureau’s averages, shovTi in Table 59, which do not include the 
site or the builder’s profit, indicate that in these urban com¬ 
munities the average per-family cost of housing of all types 
since 1921, except in 1932, has been over $4000. 

Including rural and farm dwellings, the cost of which cannot 
be stated, the average would naturally be substantially less. A 
sample questionnaire study by the President’s Conference 
showed an average cost of $3146 for 1546 such houses for the 
period 1926-30.®® For 312 village houses the average was 
$3912, and for 264 other rural (non-farm) houses $3556. The 
average cost of 970 farm houses was $2789, but considerable 
labor performed by farmers and their families was not included. 

Following is an approximate estimate of the per-family cost 
of new housing, exclusive of the site, for the entire country, 
based on scattered data of the miscellaneous character just de¬ 
scribed. Chart 50 gives the same data in graphic form. 


1800 

$ 300 

1910 

1,600 

1840 

750 

1920 

4,750 

1860 

800 

1930 

3,700 

1880 

1,100 

1932 

3,100 

1900 

1,300 




Since plans may be amended after they are originally filed, such building- 
permit data afford only a closely approximate idea of the cost. 

s® The President's Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
VoL VII, p. 148. Apparently a majority of these houses were built in the latter 
half of this five-year period, the highest percentage being for the year 1930. A 
precise statement cannot be made, since for 20 per cent of these houses the year 
of construction was not reported. 

The average for 1982 here given is decidedly higher than that indicated 
by the use of index numbers of building costs discussed later. Construction in 
1932 was at an abnormally low level, and it seems probable that persons erect¬ 
ing Iwuses in that year had capita! or incomes well in excess of the average, 
and that had building been more active the averages for 1982 would agree more 
closely with those suggested by the use of index numbers. 
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TABLE 58 

Estimated Aveeaoe Cost op Two-Stoey Sikole-Familt Bmice: Dwellings 
IK Philadelphia and of All Tekemexts (Inclohng Afaet- 
MEXTs)^i IK New Yoeic City, 1900-iiSf) 

(Based on building-permit data; costs are exclusive of laRd)& 



i^-nturif dzcellin/fS, 

All tfnnmnts, 

Year 

Philadelphia 

At SI- Yurk fjitp 

1900 

^1,710 


1901 

1,640 


1902 

1,730 

S2,072 

1903 

1,820 

2,111 

1904. 

1,980 

2,083 

1905 

1,930 

1,950 

1906 

1,900 

1,881 

1907 

1,820 

1,959 

1908 

1,920 

2,393 

1909 

1,910 

2,693 

1910 

1,990 

2,088 

1911 

2,090 

2,515 

1912 

2,250 

2359 

1913 

2,250 

2,497 

1914 

2,020 

2352 

1915 

2,080 

2,091 

1916 

2,460 

2,423 

1917 

2,650 

2,580 

1918 

3,260 

3,053 

1919 

4,800 

2,543 

1920 

6,820 

3,568 

1921 

4,800 

5,574 

1922 

4,730 

4361 

1923 

5,570 

4,394 

1924 

6,440 

4,525 

1925 

5,180 

4,957 

1926 

4,640 

4,671 

1927 

4,270 

4314 

1928 

4,160 

4,405 

1929 

4,220 

4,967 

1930 

4,140 

5,656 <■ 


(«) The term ‘^tenement'” in New York City covers all structures housing 
three families or more where cooking is done on the premises, whether the 
cheapest tenement-house or a Park Avenue apartment-house* 

(6) The figures for Philadelphia were furnished by the Philadelphia Hous¬ 
ing Association; those for New York City were furnished by the Tenement 
House Commission. 

(c) The rise in this year was probably due to exceptional circumstances. 
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The figures on page 278 are in “ current ” dollars at time 
stated. It will be understood that a large part of the marked 
increase in cost since 1910 is due to the change in the value of 

- CHART 50 - 

COSTS OF H0U51N6 PfR FAMILY, FOR THE 8UILDIN60NLY 
(EXCLUSIVE OF THE SITE), IK THE UNITED 5TATES(APPROXIMAT£):!800-I93E 

4750 


Ho^e: Figures skown are dollars 

^lOD 




lllllll 



1900 1910 1920 1930 I93Z 


the dollar as reflected in prices of building materials and in 
wages. While the more general inclusion of modern accessory 
equipment since the World War was a factor, this accounts for 
only a slight proportion of the increase. 
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TABLE 59 


Avesage Costs op New Dwellings Per Family in the Same 257 

Cities, 1921-1932* 


All 



One-family 

Two-family ^ 

Multi-family ' 

classes 

1921 

$3,972 

$3,762 

$4,019 

$3,947 

1922 

4,134 

3,801 

3,880 

4,005 

1923 

4,203 

4,169 

4,001 

4,127 

1924 

4,317 

4,336 

4,418 

4,352 

1925 

4,618 

4,421 

4,289 

4,464 

1926 

4,725 

4,480 

4,095 

4,422 

1927 

4,830 

4,868 

4,170 

4,449 

1928 

4,937 

4,064 

4,129 

4,407 

1929 

4,916 

4,020 

4,402 

4,666 

1930 

4,993 

3,924 

3,867 

4,385 

1931 

4,834 

3,607 

3,644 

4,225 

1932 

3,943 

3,250 

3,011 

3,705 


(a) Monthly Labor Review, April, 1933, p. 845. The Bureau states that 
^ these costs refer to the cost of the buildings only, and do not include land 
costs or prodt or loss to the seller or the speculative builder.’^ 

(b) Includes one-family and two-family dwellings with stores. 

(c) Includes multi-family dwellings with stores. 


INDEX-NUMBER COMPARISONS OF FACTORS ENTERING INTO 

BUILDING COSTS 

So far as known, there is no index number for dwelling-house 
construction costs. Several index numbers of commercial and 
industrial building are available, however, and it is believed 
that the index for the latter, especially for frame construction, 
reflects fairly well the general course of dwelling-house con¬ 
struction costs; in any case, it is the best measure obtainable. 
One such index number is given in Chart 51, w'hich also shows 
the course of general wholesale prices, building-material prices, 
and building-trade wage rates. The last two index numbers 
were constructed on an arbitrary basis, but agree reasonably 
well with the results obtained by other agencies using different 

88 That of the American Appraisal Company for industrial construction, 
frame type, in eastern cities, going back to 1852. For this extended period 
costs for eastern cities were used as being more representative and as more 
nearly comparable with the wage data. 
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methods. Owing to the extreme changes since 1913, index 
numbers from 1913 to 1932 on a somewhat larger scale are 
shown separately in Chart 52.“® 

Despite considerable irregularity in the course of building 
costs as shown by the curves in Charts 51 and 52, the general 
trend over the entire period was upward, and the index in 1932, 
even after a marked decline from the peak reached in 1920, 
was more than two and a half times that for 1852. The index 
number of general wholesale prices, on the other hand, w'hich 
was far above that for building costs in 1852, declined steadily 
from 1855 to 1897 except during the Civil War period. From 
1897 it went gradually upward, and under the abnormal condi¬ 
tions incident to the World War later advanced rapidly to a 
peak nearly three times the level in 1850. This rise was followed 
by a severe decline in 1921, and after some irregularity there 
was a precipitate drop in 1931 which brought the curve back 
approximately to the 1850 level. This decline was continued 
during 1932, the index in December of that year dropping be¬ 
low 90. While the building-material cost index in Chart 51, 
broadly speaking, reflected the changes in general wholesale 
prices, in 1932 it was far above the level of 1850.^® 

The course of building-material prices since the World War, 
as weighted and averaged by the Division of Building and 
Housing of the United States Department of Commerce, ac¬ 
cording to the importance of each in a six-room frame house 
and a six-room brick house, is shown in Table 60. 

From 1850 to 1920 the course of building-trade w'age rates, 
as given in Charts 51 and 52, showed a fair degree of con¬ 
formity to the couree of building-material prices and building 
costs, although the upward trend of wages was more consist¬ 
ent.*^ Since 1922 the course of building-trade wage rates has 

89 For supporting data for these charts, together with a brief statement 
of the method of compiling certain of the index numbers, see the Appendix, 
p. 564 ff. 

<0 The trend of costs of building materials as a group is perhaps sufBciently 
indicated by the charts. 'Ihe movements of individual items composing this 
index show considerable differences. See Appendix, p. 564. 

This trend of wages alone is more clearly brought out by Chart 53. 
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- CHART 51 - 

INDEX NUMBERS OF WAGES IN THE BUILDING TRADES, BUILDING COSTS 
FOR AN INDUSTRIAL BUILDING, BUilDING-MATERl AL PRICES,AND GENERAL 
WHOLESALE PRICES IH THE UNITED STATES; 1350-1932 

1913 »SOO 



—-Seneral Wholesale Prices tu,SB.L.5.1 

. . ... 5 uiying Maheria! Prices(U5.B,L.S. aro Aldrich Report) 

- Building Trade Wages (u.aa.L5,) 

— — — — — Building Costs (American Appraisal Company's index 
for an industrial type building, with 
wood frame, Eastern Cities.) 

shown marked divergence from that of the three other curves, 
ad\'ancing to the highest point on record in the face of an abrupt 
decline in wholesale prices, building-material prices, and build¬ 
ing costs. In 1932 the wage curve declined, but its fall w’as much 
less severe than the drop in the other curves. 

The wage curves shown in the charts are based on nominal 
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hourly rates, which in many cases in 1931 and 1932 were con¬ 
siderably in excess of the rates actually paid; some students esti¬ 
mate that in 1931 actual rates were fully 20 per cent under the 
nominal rates. In 1932 the situation was recognized to some 
extent by a downward revision of the nominal rates, but the 
wage curve for that year, shown in the charts, does not fully re¬ 
flect the decline that occurred in actual rates. 

TABLE 60 

Index Numbers of Prices of Building Materials Entering into 
Construction of a Six-Eoom House,® 1922—1932 

(1913 = 100) 



Frame 

BricJe 


house 

house 

1922 

182 

186 

1923 

207 

209 

1924 

201 

203 

1925 

196 

197 

1926 

195 

195 

1927 

187 

188 

1928 

178 

183 

1929 

177 

182 

1930 

173 

177 

1931 

158 

165 

1932 

151 

157 


(a) USDC, “ Survey of Current Business.” (Annual Supplement, 1932, pp. 
86-37, and February, 1932, p. 25). These indices, compiled by the United States 
Department of Commerce, Division of Building and Housing, and Bureau of 
the Census, are based upon prices paid for material by contractors in some 
sixty cities in the United States. The prices are weighted by the relative im¬ 
portance of each commodity in the construction of a six-room house. 

Owing to the extensive unemployment among building-trade 
workers since 1929 it may be that their total earnings fell off 
quite as sharply as did wholesale prices. This matter of annual 
earnings is referred to later. It should be emphasized, however, 
that for the hvMder or the home owner the hourly rate is the 
important figure since it determines the actual cost of construc¬ 
tion so far as labor is concerned. 
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INDEX NUMBERS OF WADES !N THE BUILDING TRADES, BUlLDiHS COSTS FOR 
AN INDUSTRIAL BUILDING,BUILDING-MATERIAL PRICES, AND GENERAL 
WHOLESALE PRICES IN THE UNITED STATES: 1913-1952 
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From Chart 53 it will be seen that the average hourly rate 
of building-trades workers in 1930 was approximately ten 
times that in 1840; by far the greater part of this advance oc¬ 
curred after 1913. From 1840 to 1849 the combined hourly rate 
for various trades was fairly steady at around 15 cents. After 
a sharp advance incident to the Civil War, and a decline during 
the depression of the seventies, the rate rose from 1880 until 
the outbreak of the World War, when the average was about 
53 cents per hour, or three and a half times the 1840 rate. The 
entry of the United States into the War in 1917 was followed 
by a fairly sharp rise in the average, which went above $1 per 
hour in 1920 and 1921. A moderate decline in 1922 proved to 
be only temporary, and in every subsequent year until 1932 the 
average showed an advance over that of the year preceding, 
finally reaching $1.43 in 1931; by 1933 it had declined to $1.20. 
These are the nominal rates as shown by the union wage scales 

- CHART 53 - 

AYERABE HOURLY RATES OF WAGES OF BUILDING-TRADES WORKERS 
IN THE UNITED 5TAT£S(APPR0X1MATE): 1840-1932 
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collected by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. As 
just stated, in many cases there was considerable cutting of 
these rates in 1930 and 1931, and it is probable that the open 
reduction in 1933 did not adequately represent the actual 
decline. 

This discussion throws into high relief the importance of 
building-trades wages and indicates some dislocation. A super¬ 
ficial effort to blame high costs of building upon wages solely 
would have no place in this real effort to establish and arrange 
facts. But we are brought squarely to the consideration of the 
difficult question of wages in the building trades. 

HOURLY AND ANNUAL EARNINGS OF BUILDING-TRADE AND 

OTHER W'ORKERS 

A general comparison of hourly rates in the building indus¬ 
try and in manufacturing industries collectively is given in 
Table 61. It will be seen that whereas rates for unskilled labor 
showed only a small difference between the two groups, the rates 
of skilled workers in the building industry were in many years 
about double those in manufacturing industries. Chart S-i 
shows that while the wages of all groups increased sharply from 
1890 to 1926, the greatest actual increase was in the building 
trades. 

A comparison of hourly rates as between different groups 
may be misleading because of differences in working conditions; 
in the building trades in particular, the exceptional amount of 
seasonal unemployment must be taken into account.*® It is gen¬ 
erally agreed that the best basis for income comparisons as be¬ 
tween occupational groups is the total amount of wages ac¬ 
tually received in the course of a year. On the other hand, as 

<2 Douglas, Paul H., “ Real Wages in the United States, 1890-1926.” The 
Poliak Foundation, Newton, Massachusetts. Corresponding figures will be 
found in Appendix Table X, p. 572. 

<3 This matter is referred to in Chapter IV, where it is shown that building- 
trade workers in the United States on the average lose more than 20 per cent of 
potential working time. Some estimates run much higher. 
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- CHART 54 - 


AVERA6T HOURLY EARNlSeS OF WORKERS !N VARIOUS INDUSTRIES 
IN THE UNITED STATES (ESTIMATED): 1390-1926 



YEAR 


BU1LD1H6 TRADES (Based on Union Rates) 

METAL TRADES (Based on Union Rates) 

- COTTOH MANUFACTURING (Based on Payrolls) 

-ALL IHDUSTRIE,S 

already pointed out, from the standpoint of the home builder 
and owner the hourly rate is the significant thing. 

Such a comparison of annual earnings is given in Table 62. 
It indicates that even after allowing for unemployment, the 
annual earnings of building-trade workers were in excess of 
those for any other group in every year with the exception of 
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1918 and 1919, when they were exceeded slightly by those 
of workers in the iron and steel industry. 

TABLE 61 

Comparison of Hourly Wage Rates in the Building Trades and 
IN Manufacturing Industries, 1910-1931 ® 

Wage Rdtei per Hour 

BnUdmg Manufacturing 

{Engineering Wems-Record) (National Induetrial Conference Board) 


1910 

Skilled 

$0,525 

Unskilled 

$0,179 

Skilled 

Unskilled 

1911 

.534 

.179 

. — 

— 

1912 

.542 

.182 

— 

—^ 

1913 

.555 

.19 

— 

— 

1914 

.565 

.177 

— 

— 

1915 

.57 

.182 

— 

— 

1916 

.58 

.192 

-— 

_ 

1917 

.61 

.281 

— 

— 

1918 

.68 

.88 

— 

— 

1919 

.78 

.466 

— 

»— 

1920 

1.05 

.579 

$0,692 

$0,548 

1921 

1.06 

.54 

.594 

.446 

1922 

1.00 

.442 

.562 

.409 

1923 

1.10 

.518 

.616 

.451 

1924 

1.19 

.555 

.638 

.473 

1925 

1.22 

.538 

.641 

.469 

1926 

1.26 

.548 

.647 

.477 

1927 

1.32 

.554 

.652 

.490 

1928 

1.35 

.5558 

.658 

.494 

1929 

1.36 

.5465 

.670 

.503 

1930 

1.38 

.5607 

.667 

.496 

1931 

1.27 

.5002 

.634 

.461 


(a) ** Coiistractloji Costs, 1982^’ (Engineering News-Record, New York, 
1982), p. IT, 

In Table 63 and Chart 55 these annual averages for building- 
trade workers ** are compared with combined averages for 
workers “ attached to ” the manufacturing, transportation, 
and coal-mining industries.*® 

« Douglas, Paul H, “ Real Wages in the United States, 1890-1926.” The 

Poliak Foundation, Newton, Massachusetts, 

45 Workers ^ attached to the industry include those who would normally 
be eligible to employment but some of wbcun are unemployed for a comideraMe 
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TABLE 62 

Estimated Average Annual Earnings in Various Industries in the 

United States, 1890-1926 ® 


Iron and 

Buildinff steel Cotton 


Year 

industry & 

industry 

goods 

1890 


$556 

$307 

1891 


567 

311 

1892 


659 

312 

1893 


532 

338 

1894 


481 

278 

1895 


619 

294 

1896 


491 

291 

1897 

$598 

493 

278 

1898 

631 

615 

268 

1899 

713 

629 

286 

1900 

673 

538 

312 

1901 

778 

553 

310 

1902 

828 

575 

330 

1903 

812 

588 

334 

1904 

858 

566 

305 

1905 

939 

588 

305 

1906 

1,029 

617 

336 

1907 

916 

636 

377 

1908 

754 

569 

372 

1909 

919 

629 

351 

1910 

956 

651 

350 

1911 

906 

652 

348 

1912 

1,023 

665 

374 


Boots 

and 

All 

A U industry 
Unskilled exclusive of 

shoes G 

mfg . 

labor & 

farm labor 

$461 

$439 


$486 

457 

442 


489 

466 

446 


497 

441 

420 


483 

447 

386 


457 

428 

416 


478 

422 

406 


472 

413 

408 

$367 

474 

402 

412 

374 

482 

412 

426 

405 

493 

409 

435 

410 

603 

428 

456 

436 

518 

435 

473 

445 

530 

463 

486 

456 

548 

461 

477 

443 

546 

486 

494 

466 

559 

494 

506 

484 

671 

511 

522 

495 

693 

495 

475 

442 

564 

499 

518 

496 

594 

519 

658 

506 

627 

528 

637 

496 

624 

537 

560 

521 

638 


(a) Douglas, Paul H., ‘‘Rea! Wages In the United States, 189'0-1926 
(Published by Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston, for the Poliak Foundation, 
Newton, Massachusetts, 1930), pp. 271, 258, 287, 245, 472, 477, 39L 

(5) It should be noted that Douglas^ averages for building-trade workers 
allow for unemployment. Apparently the other averages allow for unemploy¬ 
ment among workers employed in the industries, but not among all workers 
mtimehed to the industry. 

(e) The Douglas averages for these items are partly explained by the fact 
that they include earnings of women and minors. 


part of the tiine. The amount of unemployment among this group would there¬ 
fore greater and the average annual earnings somewhat less than for the 
group considered as actually engaged in the industry. 
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TABLE 62 {continued) 

Iron and Boots Ail induitr^ 



Building 

steel 

Cotton 

and 

All 

Umkiiied excimive of 

Year 

induitry 6 

industry 

goodsc 

shoes c 

mfg. 

labor 

farm labor 

1913 

1,000 

700 

394 

566 

578 

5.36 

666 

1914 

845 

711 

387 

552 

580 

492 

673 

1915 

890 

684 

401 

538 

568 

515 

672 

1916 

1,056 

820 

456 

601 

651 

625 

748 

1917 

1,108 

1,012 

548 

657 

774 

754 

866 

1918 

1,266 

1,324 

726 

800 

980 

1,0.39 

1,088 

1919 

1,444 

1,487 

825 

999 

1,158 

1,128 

1,245 

1920 

1,791 

1,725 

1,026 

1,144 

1,358 

1,207 

1,459 

1921 

1,764 

1,331 

797 

1,117 

1,180 

780 

1,321 

1922 

1,816 

1,290 

750 

1,081 

1,149 

807 

1,291 

1923 

2,052 

1,533 

841 

1,108 

1,254 

1,0.30 

1,,379 

1924 

1,966 

1,514 

770 

1,073 

1,240 

996 

1,375 

1925 

2,163 

1,569 

793 

1,091 

1,280 

1,065 

1,409 

1926 

2,417 

1,604 

792 

1,086 

1,309 

1,095 

1,444 


(cl) As noted in connection with Table 64, Douglas’ average of $2417 for 
building-trade workers in 1926 seems too high. This is suggested by an analysis 
of other w^age data covering a limited section of the country. 


After allowing for the difficulties involved in computations 
of this sort, the data just presented show clearly that both the 
hourly rates of wages and the annual earnings of building-trade 
workers in the United States have been in varying degrees in 
excess of those in the other important industrial groups covered. 
They also show clearly that the relatively high rates in the 
building trades are not to be explained solely by seasonal un¬ 
employment or time lost from other causes. 

While the high wages paid building-trade workers does not 
necessarily result in a proportionately higher purchasing 
power, it certainly raises the cost of their product to other 
workers, who are prevented from purchasing the product; this 
in turn leads to unemployment of the very people w'ho have 
obtained the wage. Other workers who do buy the housing prod¬ 
uct are debarred from purchasing other things, owing to the 
excessive cost of the house, and this in turn reacts on the demand 
for products of other industries and the resulting employment. 
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TABLE 63 


Estimated Average Annual Earnings of Building-Trades Work¬ 
ers AND OF Workers in Manufacturing, Transportation, and 
Coal Mining Combined, after Allowance for Unem¬ 
ployment, United States, 1897—1926“ 



A 

B 



'Building- 

JVorhers “ attached 



trades 

to mfg., transportation. 

Per cent 

Year 

•markers 

and coal mining 

A of B‘ 

1897 

$598 

$363 

164 

1898 

631 

370 

171 

1899 

713 

412 

173 

1900 

673 

427 

157 

1901 

778 

453 

172 

1902 

828 

471 

176 

1903 

812 

492 

165 

1904 

858 

469 

183 

1905 

939 

495 

189 

1906 

1,029 

511 

201 

1907 

916 

537 

171 

1908 

754 

454 

166 

1909 

919 

516 

178 

1910 

956 

561 

170 

1911 

906 

541 

168 

1912 

1,023 

566 

181 

1913 

1,000 

587 

171 

1914 

845 

544 

155 

1915 

890 

544 

163 

1916 

1,056 

671 

157 

1917 

1,108 

795 

139 

1918 

1,266 

1,027 

123 

1919 

1,444 

1,167 

124 

1920 

1,791 

1,379 

129 

1921 

1,764 

1,008 

175 

1922 

1,816 

1,027 

177 

1923 

2,052 

1,256 

163 

1924 

1,966 

1,196 

164 

1925 

2,163 

1,262 

171 

1926 

2,417 

1,804 

185 


(o) Douglas, Paul “ Real Wages in the United States, 1890-1926,” pp- 
4^ 472. The Poliak Foundation, Newton, Massachusetts. 

(&) Douglas stato that since these figures are based on uiuoa rates and 
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- CHART 55 - 


AVERA6C AHKUAL EARNINGS OF BU1L0IH&-TRADES WORKERS AND OF 
WORKERS IN MANUFACTUR1N6,TRANSPORTATION,AND COAL¬ 
MINING COMBINED, IN THE UNITED STATESfESTlMATED): I897-19E6 

Charfed from Raul H. Douglas’,‘^eal Wages In the United 
States !890"I9Z6T pufaiised iig the Rol!a!<Foundation,)tewton,Mass. 



1597 1900 !905 1910 1915 ©?0 19Z5 

YEAR 


KEY 

.. . &wiiolr^ lra <^ Vfcrkers 

— — —— Manyfacl'iirirWf Irmsporl^aflon and Coal - Mining Workers 
Siwfed area c^fwecn corves shows excess of Baildir^ 

Tracfe Welkers over Irdusfria! Workers 

To be economically justifiablcj Wgb wages for the building 
trades would ba%"e to be a result of increased efficiency of the 
industry^ lowering the cost of the product^ and making it avail- 

do not take account of brief periods of broken time, they are ** undoubtedly 
too high/’ He considers the relative clmiige from year to year fairly accurate^ 

(c) Computed from Bonglas’ data. 

(d) This figure is apparently too high. 
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able to more people. In this event the high wages would be 
real and not fictitious and would actually add to the purchasing 
power of the group and hence to the national wealth. 

COMPARISON OF BUILDING-TRADE 'WAGES, RENTS, AND COST OF 
LIVING IN THE UNITED STATES 

A distinct contrast exists between the movement of building- 
trade wage rates and those of building-material prices, building 
costs, and rents (Table 64 and Chart 56). Taking 1913 as 100, 
the index number of building-material prices and that of build¬ 
ing costs reached their peaks in 1920 at 265 and 269, respec¬ 
tively. From that point they declined until 1932, when the 
building-material index was only 126 and the building-cost 
index 145. The index for rent did not reach a peak until 1924, 
when it was 168; by 1932 it had fallen to 123. The index for 
building-trade wage rates, on the other hand, advanced with 
only occasional interruption throughout the entire period and 
reached its highest figure in 1931, at 276; in 1932 it was 235. 
In other words, while in most recent years the course of the 
indices for building costs, building-material prices, and rents 
has been sharply downward, the trend of the wage index has 
been distinctly upward. 

In 1925 the annual earnings of building-trade workers were 
more than double their earnings in 1913, while the cost of liv¬ 
ing was only 76 per cent higher (Table 65). This increase 
lifted the workers to a much higher status than they formerly 
enjoyed as measured by the cost of living, and apparently 
raised their income status relative to that of industrial workers 
in general. It will be recalled, moreover, that the hourly rate of 
building-trade wages, which rather than the annual earnings is 
of importance in the cost of rent, advanced even more sharply 
than did the annual earnings of building-trade workers. 

A general average of annual earnings of building-trade work¬ 
ers since 1926 is not available.^® Owdng to the abnormal amount 

For 1920 the report of the Census upon the construction industry gave 
the average wages paid on all classes of work as $17TL This figure Is not 
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TABLE 6-i 

COMPAHISON OF INDEX NUMBERS OF WHOLESALE PRICES OF BuiLDING 

Materials, Hourlv Wages in the Building Trades, Cost of 
Building, and Rents in the United States, 

1913-1932 



Building- 
material “ 
prices 

Hourly 
wage- 
rate in 

building trades 

Building ® 
costs 

Kents ^ 

1913 

100 

100 

100 

100 

1914 

93 

101,9 

96.7 

100 

1915 

94 

102.8 

98.5 

101.5 

1916 

119 

106.2 

109.3 

102.3 

1917 

156 

112,8 

133.7 

100.1 

1918 

174 

125.2 

164.3 

109.2 

1919 

204 

145.4 

212.1 

119.7 

1920 

265 

196.8 

268.7 

143.0 

1921 

172 

200.3 

195.9 

160.1 

1922 

172 

187.5 

189.6 

161.2 

1923 

192 

207.3 

208.9 

164.1 

1924 

180 

224.0 

204.8 

167.8 

1925 

179 

232.7 

202.0 

167.2 

1926 

176 

248.0 

203.8 

164.8 

1927 

167 

256.7 

204.3 

161.1 

1928 

166 

258.1 

203.5 

156.7 

1929 

168 

261.6 

204.8 

152.8 

1930 

159 

272.8 

195.4 

148.0 

1931 

140 

276.3 

165.6 

139.1 

1932 

126 

235.0 

145.1 

122.9 


(а) Monthly Labor Review, February, 1933, p. 424'. 

(б) Ibid., November, 1^2, p. 1153. 

(c) Industrial frame building, for enfire country (The American Ap¬ 
praisal Co., “Clients Service Bulletin,” Vol. X, No. 1). 

(d) The index for rent is for the month of December from 1914 to 1918 in¬ 
clusive, and the average of such monthly figures (two or more) as were given 
for later years (Monthly Labor Review, February, 1933, pp. 430-431). 


directly comparable with those of Mr, Douglas, but seems to support the view 
that his average for 1926 was too high (“ Census of the Construction Industry,” 
p. 38). 



- CHART 58 - 

COMPARISONS OF INDEX NUMBERS OF WHOLESALE PRICES OF 
BUILDING MATERIALS, HOURLY WAGES IH THE BUILDING TRADES, 
COST Of BUILDINGS.AND RENTS, IN THE UNITED STATES: 1913" 1932 



Buiying Trade Wmts f 1X5.^,1.5.) 
du1 Idlnq Material mces {il.S.5*L$#) 

Rents ClLS*5#l,S.) 

Buildif^ Costs (American Appraisal Company’s IrKJex 
fcx“ an industrial type building, with 
wood frame, fortti entire axmtrg.) 
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of unemployment since 1929, such figures, even if obtainable, 
would have little significance. The cost-of-living index con¬ 
tinued to decline, reaching 134! in 1932. Annual earnings, as a 

TABLE 65 

Comparison of Estimated Annual Earnings of Building-Trade 
Workers in the United States with Index for Cost of 
Living, 1913-1926 



Annual earnings of 


Cost-of- 


building-trade 

Index 

living 


workers ® 

number 

index ^ 

1913 

$1,000 

100 

100 

1914 

845 

85 

103 

1915 

890 

89 

105 

1916 

1,056 

106 

118 

1917 

1,108 

111 

142 

1918 

1,266 

127 

174 

1919 

1,444 

144 

188 

1920 

1,791 

179 

208 

1921 

1,764 

176 

177 

1922 

1,816 

182 

167 

1923 

2,052 

205 

171 

1924 

1,966 

197 

171 

1925 

2,163 

216 

176 

1926 

2,417 ^ 

242 

175 


(а) As computed by Paul H, Douglas, “ Eeal Wages in the United States, 
18S0-1926.” Published by The Poliak Foundation, Newton, Massachusetts. See 
Table 63, p. 292. Douglas’ computations did not extend beyond 1926. In view 
of the unusual conditions prevailing since 1928, figures of annual earnings 
would be of little significance. 

(б) USBLS, Monthly Labor Review, February, 1982, p. 465. Figures from 
1914 to 1918 are for the month of December; for subsequent years they are 
averages of two to four monthly figures. 

(c) This figure is apparently too hlg^ 

r^ult of widespread unemployment, doubtless fell sharply and 
possibly faster than the cost of living. To some extent the lack 
of employment in the budding trades may have been due to the 
high rates of wages demanded. 



298 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 


HOURS OF WORK IN THE BUILDING TRADES AND OTHER 

INDUSTRIES 

Workers in the building trades, as the public is aware, have 
much shorter working hours than do most wage-earning 
groups; this advantage or differential has existed for more 
than forty years. From 1840 to 1885 the hours of w'ork in the 
building trades were practically the same as those of railroad 
workers, ten per day. Although substantially less than those of 
textile workers, they w'ere only slightly under those of workers 
in twenty-one representati%'e industries combined. From 1885 
to 1900 the work day w'as shortened more rapidly in the build¬ 
ing industry than in other leading industries. Since 1900 there 
has been a shortening of the work week in industry in general. 
The building trades, however, continued to enjoy shorter hours 
than any other major group. The fairly rapid spread of the 
five-day week in these trades in recent years has brought the 
average hours of building-trade workers in a large number of 
communities down to forty per w'eek, whereas the standard hours 
in manufacturing industry as a whole are approximately fifty 
per w'eek.^’^ 

This decline in the average working hours for building-trade 
workers is in line with the general tendency of mass production. 
Unfortunately, in this case the decline is not paralleled by an 
increased efficiency or other benefits of mass production, and the 
result is a product more costly and less available. 

United States Senate (Aldrich), “Wholesale Prices, Wages, and Trans¬ 
portation’’ (GPO, Washington, 1893), pp, 1T8-1T9, For mamifactaring indus¬ 
tries In the United States the average or usual hours of work in selected years 
were computed by the National Industrial Conference Board from census and 
other official data as follow's: 


Ymr 

Ilourg 

Year 


1899 

ms 

1919 

50,8 

1904 

57*9 

1921 

50*3 

1909 

56,8 

1923 

50*4 

1914 

55*1 

1929 

50.6 


(NICB, “Service Letter on Industrial Relations,” October 30, 1932, p, 462), 
The hours discussed in the above paragraph take no account of the shorten¬ 
ing of w^orking time recently effected under the National Recovery Act* 
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BLTLDIXG COSTS IN GREAT BRITAIN AND OTHER COUNTRIES 

No satisfactory index of building costs in Great Britain, for 
any such extended period as was covered in Charts 51 and 52 
for the United States, was located. For a period of forty years 
prior to the World War prices of certain important building 
materials in Great Britain showed a marked downward tend¬ 
ency. The course of building-trade wages, however, was almost 
steadily upward. 

TABLE 66 

Approximate Square-Foot Costs of Co.vstruction for Govern¬ 
ment-Aided Houses in Great Britain, 1911f-1927® 



Co^t per 
square foot 

Index 


(Pence) 

numbers 

1914 (pre-War).. . 

. 66 

100 

1919, Mav to Julv. 

.19.5 

295 

1920, June to August. 

.238 

361 

1920, October to December . . 

..229 

347 

1921 . 

.150 

227 

1922 . 

. 99 

150 

1923 . 

.119 

180 

1924 . 

..131 

198 

1925 . 

.132 

200 

1926 . 

.133 

202 

1927 . 

.121 

183 


(a) Unwin, Sir Raymond, “ House Building Costs in England and Wales ” 
(International Housing and Town Planning Congress Report, Paris, 1928), 
p. 123. 

The close of the World War was followed in Great Britain 
by a pronounced rise in building-material prices, wages, and 
building costs. In 1920 the cost of building was more than 
three and a half times the cost before the War. This is shown 
in Table 66, which gives the course of square-foot costs for gov¬ 
ernment-aided houses under British subsidy schemes since the 
War.^® Chart 57 shows the index numbers for these .square-foot 

Unwin, Sir Raymond, “ House Building Costs in England and Wales,” 

p. 123. 
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costs since the War, together with a very rough estimate of the 
course of costs for a considerable period before it, based on the 
costs of brick and lumber and building-trade wages. While this 
does not give an accurate statement of building costs in any 
year, it indicates the general trend. 

The course of wholesale prices of building materials in Great 
Britain since the War shows a general correspondence with 

- CHART 57 - 

COURSE OF BUIL0IN6 COSTS IN 6REAT BRITAIN (APPROXIMATE) 

1871'1932 

Estimated from Index numbers pf Building Material prices, 

Building Trade wages and Builoling costs as compiled by 

various official sources,esfccpf- that from 1927 they are based 

on unofficial data. 




P g gaSoSSiSS {3S 

<o «o ^«Do>a>o>c3>ia>C!ri csTjj> 


changes in the United States. The movement of building-trade 
wages in the two countries, however, discloses a sharp contrast. 

In Great Britain, as in the United States, there was a pro¬ 
nounced rise in building-trade wages immediately after the 
War, but whereas in the United States a brief recession after 
1920 was followed by a renewed upward movement, continuing 
until 1981, in Great Britain the peak of wages was reached in 
1920 and was followed by a substantial decline in the next two 
years, after which the rates remained almost stationary with, 
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indeed, a slight downward tendency. The result is that wiiile in 
the United States the average hourly rate in 1932 was 130 per 
cent above the 1914* level, that in Great Britain w'as only 92 
per cent higher.^® A table in the Appendix (p. 575) gives the 

- CHART 58 - 

AVERAGE HOURLY RATES OF WAGES !M THE BUIIDIHG TRADES 
IK THE UNITED STATES AND IN GREAT BRITAIN*. 1914-1932 



Hefe:- Umfcd Stal-cs avera^s are fr<m Naiionat dureau Cccnwitk: 

Jlcsearch ilwteci Staies Biirems of Labor Sfal’IsfIcs* ftritifn 
are from various offcial source* They are fhe ral’es 
prevailInq ort December 31 of each ^ar for lar^e Towns, fei cm- 
vcrfing from pence fo cenfs one peww was fahm as cc^a! to 
two cents « a!! years irrespective of fluctuatkms in Sterling 
Exchmge, Tl% purpose of this dwt is to bring out Hie vtrgerce 
In traio for the period. 

hourly rates of the principal groups of workers in the building 
trades of Great Britain on selected dates. The comparative 
movement of hourly building-trade wages in the two countries 
is shown in Chart 58. 

*» The British rates are weighted averages for seven occupations groups ha 
the industry. The actual rates, by occupations, will be found in the Appendix, 
p. 576. 
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In almost all European countries there were pronounced in¬ 
creases in wholesale prices, building-material prices, wage rates, 
and building costs after the War; neither space nor available 
data permit of an extended comparison. In nearly all countries 
there have been substantial declines from the peak figures, but 
in most of them building costs are still well above those of the 
pre-War era. 

Reverting for a moment to the question of wages in the build¬ 
ing trades, we have found that labor rates in the building indus¬ 
try rank materially higher than in any other major line of 
skilled trades. This is substantially true of various European 
countries as well as our own. There are two reasons for this 
condition: 

(1) Employment in the building industry is intermittent 
and irregular and distinctly of the journeyman type. It is a 
craft occupation, and in large measure the worker must supply 
his own tools. 

(2) The industry is antiquated in type, methods, and or¬ 
ganization. Materials dealt with are heavy and bulky and 
require considerable working with rough tools before being 
included in the building. A building wanted in a given spot is 
manufactured on that spot. These conditions have fostered end¬ 
less conflicting and varying rules, regulations, and restrictions. 
They have also fostered a kind of wage monopoly as com¬ 
pared with other skilled labor working under more favorable 
conditions. 

The condition resulting from the first cause (a lower number 
of possible working hours through the year) seems to be a per¬ 
fectly reasonable one. Obviously, if the conditions are unfavor¬ 
able to continuous work, society should pay higher rates than 
in occupations where weather and other conditions are more 
favorable. Yet our information indicates that actual yearly 
earnings in the building trades are normally more than in other 
skilled trades, though not in the same proportion as wage rates. 
It seems clear, therefore, that not only are the rates of wages 
substantially higher in the building trades than in other com- 



ANALYSIS OF THE COST OF THE HOME 303 

parable occupations, but annual earnings as well. The cost of 
this excess naturally falls most heavily upon those occupied at 
the lowest rates of pay or at the lowest annual earnings — the 
common laborers and the skilled laborers who are on the lower 
end of the wage scale and earnings, and in recent years a large 
number of the so-called “ white-collar ” class. 

A much improved economic condition, i.e., a l>etter general 
business condition, would result in the country as a w'hole if the 
higher and lower rates of pay and earnings in the skilled trades 
could be more nearly harmonized. It is not clear just how this 
can be brought about; it does seem certain that if the low rates 
could be moved up toward the average there would be a distinct 
economic improvement, and increased buying power would be 
given to a mass of people; recent technological improvement in 
the textile industry appears to justify such an increase. Perhaps 
if the top wage rates in the building industry were to be low¬ 
ered toward those of the average skilled workman, the increase 
in work both as to quantity and as to duration w’hich might re¬ 
sult w'ould mean no diminution in annual earnings but a lower 
cost of building to everybody else. A more satisfactory solution 
would be for the industry to develop an efficiency which would 
justify the present high w'ages and result in a cheaper product, 
regardless of the high wage, w’hich would then no longer be 
synonymous with high labor costs; the general business situa¬ 
tion w'ould improve, to the benefit of all. The obsolete organiza¬ 
tion of the building industry is the chief cause of the current 
building w'age scales. No great harmonizing in labor costs be- 
tw'een this industry and others can be expected while such ineffi¬ 
ciency lasts; nor can the bad social and hygienic conditions 
incident to slums be permanently prevented. 

As long as the building industry remains thus backw'ard, 
wage rates will probably be high, individual employment and 
earnings unsatisfactory, and total employment and the total 
wage bill in the industry distinctly low'. Were the building 
process and organization to be brought up to date, however, 
building wrork and the total yearly wage bill would doubtless 
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increase, especially if wage rates were to drop to a level com¬ 
parable to the median wage line of other skilled occupations. 
The industry is clearly standing in the way of its own progress. 

Whether or not the higher wage rates current in the building 
industry are earned, the owner or buyer of a home has to meet 
them. If by new building methods the efficiency of production 
could be increased and continuity of employment assured to 
the laborer, both the owner and the wage-earner would profit. 
Great reductions have been efifected in the labor cost of produc¬ 
tion in other things with concurrent improvement in employ¬ 
ment conditions, and changes in building methods might bring 
similar results. One obviously desirable change is from craft 
methods applied in the field to more precise and better coordi¬ 
nated methods applied in the shop. If houses could be produced 
largely in factories, it would mean more continuous employment 
under better conditions, and lower housing costs. 

No practical method, however, has thus far been proposed 
for doing satisfactorily in the shop the work of manufacturing 
now done in the field. Some authorities assert that for various 
reasons it cannot be done; others believe that it can be accom¬ 
plished with general advantage to home production. Savings in 
this field call for a more homogeneous structure, better adapted 
to production in the shop, and simpler, more positive field meth¬ 
ods of erection. 

This same conclusion was reached in Chapter II, in w'hich the 
actual character of the present-day house was considered. Inte¬ 
gration of structure and finish is needed, and from the data 
presented in this chapter it is evident that savings would un¬ 
doubtedly be effected by changes in that direction. 

In the cost of the house, we find that the 60 per cent for the 
cost of materials is the largest factor, the remaining 40 per 
cent being labor for field manufacture and erection. If some of 
the structure could serve as finish and some of the finish as 
structure, and if that combination could partly provide for ac- 
cessori^, the design would be simpler and the building more 
homogeneous. In some materials such a combination could be 
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effected almost perfectlj^, in other materials only partially’. Yet 
if this integration could be accomplished one quarter of the 
present cost of the house might be saved, perhaps more. 

The saving effected by these means would include its propor¬ 
tion of the total labor cost, that is, 40 per cent of the whole. A 
further reduction in the labor item might be made through 
changes in methods in the actual technique of building. A 
quarter of the total labor expense amounting to one-tenth of the 
entire present cost of the house might well be saved in this 
latter way. 

Putting this one-tenth together w'ith the 25 per cent saved 
through materials and design we have a total of 35 per cent. 
This estimate seems conserv'ative. It is roughly one-third of the 
cost of the house. Applied to the cost of an average suburban 
home which includes land and improvements it would approach 
a quarter. 

In other countries of comparable, if lesser, industrial develop¬ 
ment houses are for the most part without cellars and of a more 
homogeneous and simple structure. Bricks or other masonry are 
used to a greater extent for the exterior walls. The extent of 
possible savings would be less because of the greater simplicity 
of the house. Even in such countries, however, new structural 
design, new methods of construction, and especially new mate¬ 
rials may confidently be expected substantially to reduce hous¬ 
ing costs and improve quality. 

Perhaps future savings cannot be mathematically calculated 
from data based on traditional methods. Nevertheless, a broad 
and comprehensive view of the entire problem assures us that 
one-third of the present cost of housing in this country can be 
saved when this industry is modernized, as most of the others 
have been. 



CHAPTER VIII 


Government Restrictions on Building 


W HATEVER the form of power controlling 

group life, it has always imposed regula¬ 
tions and restrictions on building materials 
and methods. The earliest of these w^ere en¬ 
forced to gratify the whims or convenience 
of the “ old man,” the chief, or other ruler. But beginning 2000 
years before the Christian era, as we trace the Greek and 
Roman records and the various succeeding civilizations of West¬ 
ern Europe, we find such regulations directed increasingly to- 
■ward the public welfare. 

Present-day government exercises a strict control over build¬ 
ing construction. Such control has to do primarily with mass 
welfare, for instance protection from conflagrations, of w'hich 
the Middle Ages in Europe provide numerous examples. Re¬ 
gard for health has resulted, in more recent times, in sanitary 
and hygienic regulations. The management and use of the pub¬ 
lic services involved an increasing network of regulatory meas¬ 
ures having to do both with practical business and engineering 
and with the health of the users of such services. Beginning al¬ 
most with earliest recorded history, we find measures of control 
dealing with the strength of materials, and the methods by 
which they shall be built into the structure, in order that col¬ 
lapse and injury may not result. There are also regulations di¬ 
rected to beauty, defense, and other social purposes, not unlike 
modem zoning law’s. 

Since the ideal and objective of all such measures is the gen¬ 
eral good of the group, there has developed an increasing com- 
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plexity of social, economic, technical, scientific, political, and 
spiritual considerations. It is not strange that the influence 
of such motives upon governmental action sliould result in 
strangely thwarting the basic purposes of its regulatory meas¬ 
ures. Legislation often defeats the very purposes for which it 
is devised. 

Government of all kinds and in all ages is likely to Ije ultra- 
conservative, dilatory, and slow-moving, especially democratic 
government. However expert and able may be its chief ad¬ 
ministrative officers and staff, its law-making bodies are for the 
most part submerged by the wide variety of matters upon which 
they must act, and by the seemingly infinite detail with which 
each is surrounded. Furthermore, legislation involving dis¬ 
tinctly scientific and technical features is much too often in¬ 
fluenced by the ignorance of the masses and by the political 
intrigue of their representatives. 

Thus w'e are likely to find the laws that regulate building 
construction poorly directed, not so fully representative of the 
best scientific and technical thought as they might be, and con¬ 
stantly tending to obsolescence and the waste incident to the 
playing of politics. With the divided, subdivided, and sub¬ 
subdivided organization of the building industry preventing 
concerted action, with the rapid changes in housing demands 
incident to our intensified urbanization, and with the great 
changes and improvements made in building materials, it is 
small wonder that our building laws are out of date. The extent 
to which they are so can be made clear in a few pages. 

In all civilized countries, governments intervene in methods 
of building construction for these purposes: 

(1) To promote safety; to ensure sound construction, pro¬ 
tection against fire, etc. 

(2) To promote health, by requiring certain standards of 
ventilation, sanitation, etc. 

(3) To promote sound social growih by zoning and city 
planning. 

All these regulations have generally been upheld by the 
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courts as a legitimate exercise of public authority, either in the 
form of police powers or otherwise. The prospective builder 
ordinarily is required to obtain a “ building permit ” before 
commencing construction. 

Of such regulatory legislation, that contained in building 
codes is the most extensive and perhaps the most important. It 
was shown in Volume I that such building code legislation dates 
back many centuries and has been enacted in many countries. 
At the cost of repetition a few instances may be noted. 

As far back as SOOO b.c. the civil code of King Khammurabi 
of Babylon contained a provision that in case a house collapsed 
and caused the death of the owner its builder should be put to 
death.^ In Rome there is evidence of extensive public welfare 
regulation of building, at least as far back as the beginning 
of the Christian era. 

“ So much depended upon the excellence of the building in Rome, 
and upon the materials and methods employed, that building laws 
or municipal regulations were enacted in the ancient city, prescrib¬ 
ing kind and quality of material, thickness of walls, maximum 
height of buildings, minimum width of streets, and many other 
provisions quite similar to those enacted in our modern cities.” ® 

In the time of Augustus Caesar because of the construction of 
high apartment-houses an ordinance was passed limiting the 
height of buildings to 70 feet.^ 

In England public regulation of building construction dates 
at least before the year 1200. An “ assize of buildings ” passed 
in 1189 at the instance of the first Lord Mayor of London, 
following a serious fire,® provided that party walls must be of 

1 Burton, Frank, ^ A History of Building Codes ” (Quarterly of tlie Na¬ 
tional Fire Protection Association, April, 1930, pp. 365^67). 

2 Burr, W. H., “ Ancient and Modern Engineering and the Isthmian Canal ” 
(John WUey and Sons, London, 1902), p* 27. 

» While building codes today are quite as much concerned with considera¬ 
tions of structural safety as with fire risks, in early times they were more occu¬ 
pied with ttie problem of protection against fire, and their modification often 
was brought about by a serious conflagration. 

According to one writer, In King Alfred’s reign it was the custom in 
England to cover up all fires at a fixed hour. William the Conqueror found 
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stone and 3 feet in thickness. In 1212 an ordinance stated 
that roofs could not be covered with thatch but must be tiled.* 
Considerable difficulty was encountered in attempting to en¬ 
force these provisions. In 1619 a proclamation issued by King 
James I prohibited the construction of houses with stories over¬ 
hanging each other and ordered that in future walls should be 
built straight from the foundation to the parapet. Twelve 
years later another proclamation was issued regulating the 
height of rooms, the size and shape of windows, and other de¬ 
tails of construction.® After the Great London Fire in 1666, 
Sir Christopher Wren urged in vain a comprehensive scheme 
for rebuilding, with provision for wide streets and parks. A 
law of 1667, providing for rebuilding the city, had certain 
resemblances to a modem building code; it established the 
height of ceilings and the thickness of walls, and contained de¬ 
tailed specifications for the construction of chimneys and the 
size of timber for certain purposes; district surveyors were ap¬ 
pointed to enforce the law.* In 1670 a fee of 6s. 8d. was es¬ 
tablished for a building permit; * this w-as to go to the surveyor 
and included his fee for staking out foundations. Whether this 
was the beginning of the permit system is not known. Gradually 
the codes of various countries were expanded and elaborated, 
until today practically every leading nation has a large body 
of laws, ordinances, or other regulations covering the construc¬ 
tion of buildings. 

In the United States building codes are in the main con¬ 
fined to urban and suburban communities. Usually they are in 
the form of local ordinances, designed to meet the broad re¬ 
quirements of state legislation. The Federal Government does 
not legislate on building except for the District of Columbia; 

this custom useful and ordained that it should be rigidly carried out upon the 
ringing of a bell. The Norman for covering fire was “ couvre feu,” whence the 
English word curfew (Gamble, S. G., “ A Practical Treatise on Outbreaks of 
Fire” [Charles Griffin and Company, Limited, London, 1926], pp. 2-3). 

* Burton, Prank, “ A History of Building Codes,” pp. 869 and 374-^5. 

8 Beman, Walter (Meikleham, R.), “ On the History and Art of Warming 
and Ventilating Rooms and Buildings” (George Belt, London, 1846), Vol. I, 
Essay VII. 
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certain departments of the government, notably the Depart¬ 
ment of Commerce, have, however, done a good deal of educa¬ 
tional work looking toward the improvement of the building- 
code legislation of the various states. 

The grounds of safety on which local governing bodies in¬ 
terpose their authority relate principally to loading require¬ 
ments, to quality and strength of materials, to design elements 
such as thickness of walls and strength of members, and to fire 
protection. For example, building codes almost invariably pro¬ 
vide that floors shall be capable of sustaining certain loads and 
that walls and roofs shall be able to withstand certain wind 
pressures, and that the quality of materials shall not be below 
stated standards. Likewise, steel, concrete, timber, and other 
materials must be capable of sustaining specified stresses. 

With respect to design, there are provisions regulating the 
ratio between height and thickness of walls, the bracing of 
structural work, the spacing of girders, and the minimum di¬ 
mensions and W'eights of certain materials, as wvll as aliow'able 
stresses. In the matter of fire protection most codes contain 
elaborate provisions — permissible height of building, permissi¬ 
ble area between partitions, protection of steel by incombusti¬ 
ble covering, requirements for standpipes, the arrangement, 
number, and width of stairways, and other means of ready 
egress. It is evident that such codes exert an important influence 
upon the structure of the house; they not only determine the 
material which may be used but have a definite bearing upon 
design. 

Health and sanitarj" regulations control the character of 
plumbing with a view^ to reasonable accommodation and the pro¬ 
tection of health. Rules for ventilation deal not only with 
the number and size of window’s but also wfith their arrange¬ 
ment. Minimum heights of rooms are often prescribed, as w^ell 
as vent shafts for toilets, kitchenettes, public halls, and stair¬ 
ways. Such regulations frequently insist upon certain distances 
betw'een detached buildings and depths of backyards, and 
specify the proportions of the building lot. Like building-code 
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regulations, they have a definite effect upon the character of 
the dwelling. 

Zoning and city-planning regulations, while related to the 
question of public health, also involve considerations of con¬ 
venience, comfort, esthetics, and property values. Indeed, an 
important purpose of zoning law’s is to prevent the deprecia¬ 
tion of certain property by the erection of other types of con¬ 
struction, Such regulations determine the type of dwelling that 
may be erected on a given location or in a given area, as well 
as the proportion of the plot that may be occupied by the build¬ 
ing, the distance from the lot lines, and other details. They are 
of much later origin than building codes and have received in¬ 
creasing attention in recent years. In the United States at the 
close of 1930 there were 981 municipalities, having a total 
population of over 46,000,000, with zoning regulations and 
786 wdth official city-planning commissions; in thirty-eight 
others there were unofficial commissions.® 

Building codes represent a very desirable and necessary 
effort on the part of government to protect the public, and 
have been of extreme value to the home owner and to the tenant. 
Nevertheless they contain many defects, and in the aggregate 
have compelled a needlessly heavy addition to the cost of con¬ 
struction ; a great many have been framed on unscientific lines. 
Almost inevitably code provisions become obsolete as materials 
and methods change or improve and communities grow. 

“The building codes of the country have not been developed 
upon scientific data, but rather on compromise.s; they are not 
uniform in principle and in many instances involve an additional 
cost of construction without assuring more useful or more durable 
building.” * 

Ernest P. Goodrich has said that building codes are “ founded 
on custom rather than reason.” ® 

« USDC, “Commerce Year Book,” 1931, Vol. I, pp. 340-341. 

United States Senate, “ Report of the Committee on Reconstruction and 
Production” (Quoted in “Report of the Building Code Committee, July, 
1922” [GPO, Washington, 1923], p. 1). 

8 New York Times, January 19, 1930. 
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A general criticism of many codes is that they tend toward 
detailed specifications and are as a result unnecessarily com¬ 
plicated. According to Albert Kahn there are 1500 codes in the 
United States, each containing from one to four hundred pages 
of closely printed matter.® Many architects contend that the 
proper function of the building code is simply to lay down 
broad, general principles of sound construction. 

“ Building laws to serve their purpose best should deal only with 
fundamental requirements insuring safety to life and health. It is 
not the province of a code to prescribe the kind of plaster to be 
used or the number of nails required to hold down slates.” 

Because of such concentration on detail codes have become 
obsolete through changes in methods of construction. Accord¬ 
ing to a survey made in 1931, there were eighty municipalities 
with codes tw’enty or more years old, 126 with codes fifteen to 
twenty years old, and 162 with codes from ten to fifteen 
years old. 

A frequent complaint against building codes is that they 
call for unnecessary strength of materials or needlessly expen¬ 
sive methods of construction. For example, until very recently 
it was a common provision that floors in dwellings should (with 
a proper “ factor of safety ”) be capable of sustaining a load 
of 100 pounds per square foot, whereas the Building Code Com¬ 
mittee of the United States Department of Commerce has held 
that an allowance of 40 pounds is ample in ordinary construc¬ 
tion, and that one of 30 pounds is sufficient in floors of mono¬ 
lithic construction or of solid or ribbed slabs.^^ Ernest Flagg 
has contended that the net effect of various floor-load provisions 
in the codes of New York City was “ a requirement of 480 
pounds to stand a probable load of 10 pounds.” “ 

» New York Times, AprU 16, 1933. 

10 Ibid. 

11 USDC, “ Report of Building Code Committee, Recommended Minimum 
Requirmients for Small Dwelling Construction” (GPO, Washington, 1928), 
p. 24. 

1* “ Minority Report to the Mayor’s Committee on Plan and Survey ” (New 
York, 1^). 
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Again, in the case of brick walls an investigation by the 
United States Bureau of Standards, covering 134 building 
codes, showed that a thickness of more than 8 inches was re¬ 
quired in 37 cities for one-story buildings, in 79 cities for two- 
story buildings, and in 1^5 cities for buildings of three stories, 
whereas the Building Code Committee of the United States 
Department of Commerce held that for dwellings up to 30 feet 
in height (plus a 5-foot gable) an 8-inch wall was suflScient. 
In volume of brick work the average code requirements for one-, 
two-, and three-story dwellings exceeded those recommended 
by the Department’s Committee by 15, 23, and 26 per cent 
respectively/® 

The required thickness of masonry waUs should naturally 
vary with the number of stories. It is diflScult to understand why 
the requirements for buildings of the same number of stories 
should vary to any marked extent in different cities; yet such 
differences are found. The requirements of certain codes are 
illustrated by Chart 59. 

In the case of steel-frame construction, a provision of 16,000 
pounds per square inch as an allowable stress was a standard 
feature of building codes for nearly thirty years. Both the 
United States Building Code Committee and a committee of 
consulting engineers employed by the American Institute of 
Architects found that an allowance of 18,000 pounds per square 
inch, permitting a saving of approximately 11 per cent in the 
amount of steel required for a given structure, was safe and 
proper. The lack of uniformity in these matters is illustrated 
by Tables 67 and 68 and Chart 61. It should be noted in 
Table 67 that whereas the Chicago code allowed a bearing 
value across the grain of only 150 pounds per square inch for 

IS Report of Building Code Committee,’’ pp. 12-13, 32, and 37. A Phila¬ 
delphia architect estimated that the cost of a 12-inch wall for a brick house 
20 by W feet would be approximately $600 more than the cost of an S-inch 
wall. He further pointed out that with a thinner wall there would be a sub¬ 
stantial gain in interior floor space almost sufficient on each floor to provide 
space for a small bathroom or two or three large closets (Boyd, D, K., 
Standardkation of Parts in House Construction,” Housing Problems in 
America” [National Housing Association, New York, 1920], VoL VIII, 
p. 84). 
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hemlock lumber, the New York code allowed 800 pounds. It is 
evident that either the former code does not provide a sufficient 
factor of safety, or the latter adds unnecessarily to the amount 
of material required and consequently to the cost of the 
building. 

For Douglas fir, bearing value across the grain was 800 
pounds per square inch in New York and 200 pounds in Boston. 
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GOTEKXMENT RESTRICTIONS 

For spruce it was 800 pounds in New York and 200 pounds in 
Atlanta, Boston, and San Francisco, as well as under the Na¬ 
tional Board of Fire Underwriters code. Numerous other 
marked variations in allowable stresses for timber might be 
cited. 

In the case of plain concrete work the allowable compressive 
stress in the codes of Philadelphia and Cincinnati w*as 208 
pounds per square inch, while in the Atlanta code it was 600 
pounds. For granite set in Portland cement the San Francisco 
code gave 389 pounds, the New York one 1000 pounds. 

It is natural that there should be more or less diversity 
in code provisions (and this would appear even greater were 
more cities consideredsince the materials covered by these 
detailed codes often vary widely in strength and other qualities 
between different times and localities. But inconsistencies are 
found in cases where accurate determination is possible. For 
example, the bending-moment factors for concrete slabs and 
beams continuous over a number of supports are susceptible of 
absolute mathematical determination in accordance with well- 
knowm principles for any given conditions of relative rigidity; 
none the less, investigation in five cities reveals wide diversity 
for identical conditions. The code factors for bending moment, 
expressed as a fraction of load times the square of the span, 
were as follows in the codes of the cities specified: 

Exterior let center 1st interior 2nd center 


support span support span 

Boston . l/l6 1/12 l/l2 l/l2 

Cincinnati. l/20 1/10 1/18 l/l2 

Detroit . l/24 1/10 1/24 1/12 

Seattle . 1/16 l/lO l/lO 1/16 

Chicago . 1/18 1/10 1/18 1/12 


(a) Subject to further restriction. 

14 The variations are not all as ridiculous as they seem. For example, the 
stresses allowed for hemlock are consistently higher in Seattle than elsewhere. 
This may mean merely that the hemlock obtainable in Seattle is on the average 
of a much better grade than that, say, in Chicap), which allows only lovr 
stresses for it. Similarlv, allowable concrete stresses may be low because the 
aggregates obtainable in the locality in question are inferior. None the less, 
these TartatSofis are a great hindrance. 
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The decimal equivalents of these factors are shown graphically 
in Chart 60. 

With respect to the quality of materials, one code requires 
that a given mix of mortar shall have a strength not less than 
70 per cent of a similar mix with standard materials. While 
another demands a strength greater than that of the standard 
mix. Again, some codes contain wind-pressure requirements 
sufficient to provide against a velocity of 90 miles an hour, 
while others provide against a velocity of only 50 miles; the 
latter requirement is generally regarded as sufficient.^^ 

Such lack of uniformity obviously involves great waste. It 
imposes a serious obstacle to the development of sound stand¬ 
ardization and simplified practice, and precludes numerous 
economies in virtually all elements of shelter. We may fairly 
ask where the railroads would be if in every city and town — or 
state — a different code of structural or operating conditions 
’ had to be complied with. 

The wide variation in codes is not always, however, as ridicu¬ 
lous as it appears. What is ridiculous is to lay down arbitrary 
rules which so frequently defeat their own purposes. It is ridicu¬ 
lous to assign stresses to steel without regard to the type of 
steel, or to hemlock without regard to the quality of the wood. 
In practice this encourages the use of the poorest material. It is 
positively puerile to demand that the concrete foundation wall 
for a frame house shall always be 12 inches thick, whether for 
a one-story cottage on high, dry land or for a stone mansion set 
in marshy ground. It is unscientific to make no distinction be¬ 
tween 12 inches of high-strength, finely ground cement and care¬ 
fully graded aggregate, designed with a proper water ratio, 
and 12 inches of poor cement and cinders poured in wet. What 
really concerns the code is that with due regard to factors of 
safety the wall shall not fail down, the timber crack, or the steel 
bend unduly or break. 

To adopt the practice of fire underwriters in this connection 
would be advantageous. They are continually encountering new 

16 This depends on norma! climatic conditions in the particular locality. 
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types of walls and the question is under what conditions these 
shall be regarded as firesafe. The procedure is simple: through 
a national board of testing or a university of high standing a 
test is made in accordance with definite principles and the rat¬ 
ing of the material so far as fire risk is concerned is based on 
this test. The manufacturer or advocate of the new construc¬ 
tion has every opportunity to check his material against those 
already accepted- 

But suppose that a designer of a new type of house construc¬ 
tion has developed a perfectly satisfactory foundation wall, 
waterproof and stronger than the usually required 12-inch 
concrete. If his wall happens to be only 8 inches thick, it cannot 
be accepted by the building inspector. The latter may be liberal- 
minded, and the producer may, if he wdshes, perform a test in 
his presence. Then if the municipal laws are sufficiently elastic 
the inspector may approve the construction and it can be used 
— hut only in his community. Even if the inspector of the 
Borough of Manhattan has accepted the new construction, quite 
possibly it will not be approved in the Bronx, Richmond, and 
Queens even after similar tests are performed there; quite cer¬ 
tainly it will not be approved without such a test in Albany, 
Buffalo, or Amsterdam, and even more certainly in Chicago, 
Seattle, and Atlanta. 

Even if all municipal authorities were honest, and willing to 
observe such tests, even if their laws permitted them discretion, 
the task confronting the introducer of a new type of con¬ 
struction would be herculean. The trouble with the whole pro¬ 
cedure is that it is designed to prevent jerry-practice by the 
unscrupulous, and does not recognize the reputable and pro¬ 
gressive builder.^® If some central bureau, preferably national 
in character, such as the United States Bureau of Standards, 


As practices stand, local g'raft also operates to prevent the success of 
even a local test; all too often a payment of money is made instead. The pro¬ 
ponent of an innovation who will not stoop to this practice is unable to ad¬ 
vance his art, while the unscrupulous builder “gets by’’ with practices not 
countenanced by any code and not to be countenanced by any standard of 
public safety or welfare. 
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could make the test once and for all, and if the codes of the cities 
provided that the results of such a test should be binding, rapid 
progress might be made. Even if no further federal control 
were desired, state boards would materiallj^ improve the situa¬ 
tion. It might be possible for a manufacturer to conduct forty- 
eight conclusive tests; the thought of conducting ten thousand 
or more is appalling. 

Similar criticism has been directed against plumbing codes; 
a subcommittee of the Plumbing Code Committee of the United 
States Department of Commerce described the situation in 
this country as “ chaotic.” Besides pointing out inconsistencies, 
the Committee emphasized the inconvenience and red tape in¬ 
cidental to the administration of such codes; it observed, for 
example, that the owner or contractor frequently has to obtain 
permits from many different city authorities — street depart¬ 
ment, city engineer, water department, health department — 
on a comparatively small job. Many plumbing codes forbid 
the use of 3-inch soil pipe in the partition formed by the 4!-inch 
stud common in this country; yet the United States Depart¬ 
ment of Commerce holds that a 3-inch pipe is fully as sanitary 
as a 4-inch one.^^ 

It is unnecessary to multiply illustrations. As an indication 
of how such code provisions have added to construction costs, 
the following statements may be cited: “ It is the opinion of 
competent authorities that as much as SO per cent of the cost 
of building would be saved in some cities by the adoption of 
codes based on accurate knowledge.” 

“ The building code is an important factor in the cost of build¬ 
ing construction and it has a definite influence upon the volume of 
building construction which affects the prosperity and welfare of 
the community. The code can and does invite or repel capital in¬ 
vestment in building construction. It is one of the most important 

“Report of Subctanmittee on Plumbing of the Building Ck>de Commit¬ 
tee, Recranmended Minimum Requirements for Plumbing” (GPO, Washington, 
1929), p. 58. 

18 Haber, William, “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” p. 83- 
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items of community or state legislation in its effect on social and 
economic welfare.” 

Similar complaints in Great Britain are made concerning 
the effect of building codes on the building industry. The Lon¬ 
don Builder recently pointed out that since the building laws 
of many communities were drawn up there had been changes 
not only in the methods of construction but also in the habits 
and requirements of the population. In tliis connection it said: 

“ It is an undeniable fact that by-laws and building regulations 
have not kept pace with this change, and today form serious and 
increasing obstacles to cheaper building, not only in our cities and 
large towns but throughout the United Kingdom.” 

It suggested the adoption of a national code for three different 
types of localities, viz., major cities and toYTis, smaller cities 
and towns, and villages and rural districts. The use of new 
materials and methods in addition to the adoption of such a 
code, it held, would give a real impetus to building throughout 
the country. 

The British Building Industry Council of Review in 1930 
maintained that the Building Acts and Regulations were re¬ 
sponsible for a large element of waste and for avoidable addi¬ 
tions to building costs.®^ It pointed out that owing to a rigid 
system of administration of the codes there was frequent de¬ 
lay, involving waste of time and effort, in securing approval of 
schemes submitted to Local Authorities. As in the United States, 
the Council asserted that revision of regulations had not kept 
pace "with changes in building practice and progress in the 
manufacture of materials, with the result that codes often re¬ 
quired excessive strength and weight of materials. 

1 ® Burton, Frank, “The Building Code: A Symposium” (American Insti¬ 
tute of Steel Construction, Inc., New York), pp. 12-18. 

*0 The Builder (London), February 17,1933, p. 273. 

21 It is impossible in London to erect a shed for a perambulator without 
suhmittii^ a plan to the Local Authority and paying for a license which has 
to be renewed every three years (Townroe, B. S., Special Report to the 
authors). 
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“ The rigidity of the regulations frequently compels the produc¬ 
tion of a building in which the material used will long outlast the 
period within which the building itself becomes obsolescent and 
needs replacement to adapt it to changed conditions. More ap¬ 
propriate and less costly material could often be used without 
detriment to any interest.” 

Lack of uniformity among the codes of different communities 
w'as cited as an obstacle to standardization. In summarizing its 
findings the Council expressed its conviction that ‘‘ unless 
Building Acts and regulations are drastically adapted to 
modern needs and to technical progress which is transforming 
building methods, any action taken by the industry itself must 
fail to yield its full potential benefits.” 

To bring about much needed improvements in government 
regulation a new style of procedure should be followed. Masses 
of technical details, conflicting and endless, are not what law's 
or law'makers need; they merely cumber the ground and ob¬ 
struct social and industrial progress. Sound general principles, 
scientifically determined and expertly administered, are avail¬ 
able in this age of engineering and should be brought into play. 

In recent years considerable progress tow'ard the revision and 
standardization of code requirements has been made through 
the various organizations in the building industry and the 
Building Code Committee of the United States Department of 
Commerce, working in cooperation with city and state govern¬ 
ments. There is no sound reason for the bewildering multi¬ 
plicity of city and town building codes and sanitary regulations 
within each of our forty-eight states; a vast amount of such 
legislative action, ill-considered and w'asteful to a degree, might 
be eliminated if each state would take to itself the sole power of 
legislation on all such matters. Yet the large number of states 
involved makes ultimate success hopeless unless each state as¬ 
sumes full authority. A small fraction of the effort thus w'asted 
•would concentrate the highest engineering talent in this coun¬ 
try on defining the needed uniform codes. As in Great Britain 

22 TownroCs B. S., Special Report to tlie authors. sa J&M. 
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such codes should differentiate between the requirements for 
major cities, towns, and country. 

Sound state laws governing occupancy would reduce slum 
conditions; practical laws on hygienic matters would safe¬ 
guard and improve public health, as they do already in other 
fields. The right road to progress is through state control of 
essential conditions and the wider adoption of scientific prin¬ 
ciples. 

Zoning laws founded upon the principles defined by the state 
building code should remain under municipal sovereignty, for 
obviously each city or town should control its own growth. Local 
administration should be entrusted with the proper correla¬ 
tion of social, economic, and political elements, and with every 
question of beauty and taste. 

The building industry and the home-owner suffer from the 
multiplicity of minor and conflicting limitations incident to in¬ 
dividual city codes. Piled high in forty-eight different state 
codes, they impede all change. Any effort toward improvement 
of the structure is met by endless and excessive requirements. 
The maze of code specifications seriously hampers earnest effort 
toward better practice. The standardization of structure to fit 
such a mass of varied requirements would mean standardization 
based on the maximum for every item found anywhere in any 
of the codes. That would threaten defeat from the start. Fortu¬ 
nately this state of things is constantly becoming more ap¬ 
parent; greater and greater effort to improve and standardize 
codes is being made. 

If the building industry could be modernized through sim¬ 
pler, standardized structures, and superior financial and tech¬ 
nical organization consisting of fewer and more responsible 
contractors, then the laws and their administration could be 
readily simplified; legislation also would react more readily 
to improved building standards and higher social and civic re¬ 
quirements. Improvements filter but slowly into the minds and 
acts of legislators through the present network of fifty or more 
crafts and a multitude of poorly harmonized industries. 





CHAPTER IX 
The Architect and Housing 


A rchitecture as a profession grew from the 
development of group life and the demands of 
priestly and civil rulers. Power, ambition, civic 
and religious ceremony, and administration re¬ 
quired suitable housing in relatively large build¬ 
ings. The need for the master builder thus arose. Only in recent 
times has the dignified title “ architect ” been allowed to the 
master builder. 

In seeking to define the functions of architecture and the 
architect, we may again refer to the Greek derivation. “ Archi¬ 
tect ” comes directly from apxi'TeKToov, “ chief builder.” Not 
only in the Greek civilization was the architect the chief builder, 
but throughout aU early civilizations of which we have record 
the functions of the two have been interchangeable. 

Architecture as a profession had its inception among the re¬ 
ligious orders of early times, and has come down through the 
Gothic period of the Middle Ages. Many artists of the Italian 
Renaissance were both architects and painters. The Ecole des 
Beaux-Arts of Paris v^as probably the first educational institu¬ 
tion specializing in the teaching of architecture as it is known 
today. 

With the development of modern civilization, architecture 
seems to have shifted more and more away from structural en¬ 
gineering ^ to the more specialized field of esthetic design — to 

I TTie original purpose of the Ecole des Beamc-Arts was to give architec¬ 
tural students a thorough grounding In the principles of construction. This aim 
has become more and more confused with the passing years, and today the or¬ 
ganic nature of good architecture is if anything less stressed in French educa- 
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the expression in the physical structure of the social and spirit¬ 
ual temper of the times. 

There is little evidence of architectural interest in homes 
other than palaces or monasteries until the time of Inigo Jones 
and Sir Christopher Wren, in the reign of Charles II of Eng¬ 
land- Toward the close of the Elizabethan period a book on 
domestic arcliitecture was published in England. Perhaps it 
was this book, or the work of Wren and Jones and their suc¬ 
cessors, that transferred the interest of tlie architect from struc¬ 
ture to the stylistic extravagances wiiich have persisted to the 
present day. This illogical tendency in the domestic architec¬ 
ture of Europe and America has estranged housing design from 
true esthetics. 

The popular conception of architecture has naturally fol- 
low'ed that of the architect himself; the profession has come to 
be associated with matters of style — the type of roof, the 
shape and arrangement of tlie windows — and even with those 
of ornamentation. Architecture should signify the art of build¬ 
ing in all its phases — sound construction, practice of applied 
mechanics, selection and proper utilization of materials and 
specifications, as well as attaining esthetic effects. It thus in¬ 
cludes engineering problems, although tiieir solution belongs 
properly to the engineer. 

In its broader sense, the term architecture implies the co¬ 
ordination of community needs as related to shelter in such 
a way as not only to promote sound construction, convenience, 
and comfort but at the same time to express the esthetic aspira¬ 
tions of the times. It thus represents an ideal rather than an 
accomplishment, at least so far as dwelling-house construction 
is concerned. In the modem skyscraper, as typified in the lofty 

tion than in our own. In Germany, on the other hand, as might be expected, the 
architect has to be something of an engineer, and the training in construction 
is very thorough. Many German architects have worked in tte building trades 
in preparation for their profession. In the schools of America an attempt is 
being made to teach future architects the principles of engineering, but the 
courses given are too brief and insufficiently thorough; the basic requirements 
of mechanics and mathematics are slighted; and finally about all the young 
student is expected to do is to obtain a passing grade. 
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Empire State Building in New York City, the coordination 
of all factors — design, engineering, materials, form — has 
been brought to such perfection that structures of this sort are 
the outstanding contribution of this country to architecture. 

The great modern office-building constitutes a new motif in 
architectural design. Barring the results of the Industrial Revo¬ 
lution, revealed chiefly in details, no such motif had appeared 
since the medieval cathedral. It is being developed with the 
utmost skill by the leading architects of our time. It seems to 
dominate not only architecture but the architect as well. At¬ 
tracted by the unit mass of the office-building, he has overlooked 
the small home — its dominantly social motif and its bewilder¬ 
ing conglomeration. 

A fundamental reason for this is a failure to coordinate the 
various elements that in a true sense are included under ar¬ 
chitecture. In many other types of construction, such as the 
suspension bridge, the dam, or even the automobile, scientific re¬ 
search into methods, materials, and engineering and other prob¬ 
lems has determined the soundness of some and the weakness of 
others; conflicting factors have been harmonized to a high de¬ 
gree. One has only to contrast the assembling of an automobile 
with the wasteful tearing out of brick work and carpentry to 
make room for plumbing and other equipment to realize how far 
dwelling-house construction falls short of effective coordination. 
Imagine an assembly platform in an automobile factory where 
the engine block had to be bored on the assembly line in order to 
attach the carburetor, or a thread had to be cut on a steering 
post to fit another specially cut thread.® 

2 Alfred C. Bossom, a British architect, writes: 

*** We shall not get speedy and economical building In Great Britain until 
all who are concerned in a given piece of work, from the owner and architect 
to the plumber’s mate, have acquired the habit of thinking everything out to¬ 
gether, before a single brick has been bought, or a single spade stuck in the 
grO'Und. When this is done every constructional job, from the building of a 
cottage to the erection of a Thames House, goes forward on a clockwork time¬ 
table, smoothly, expeditiously, step by step, with no hanging about, no hide- 
and-seek games between the men and their materials, no waste and no waiting. 
That, I submit, is the only right, efficient and economical method of building.^’ 
^ Wasting £3O,0OO,WM} a Year ’’ (The National Review, September, 1981, pp. 
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“ It is true that much has been done in experimenting with dif¬ 
ferent materials: brick, cement, wood, steel, etc. It is true also 
that architects have been studying problems of planning small 
houses for many years. The need is not so much for new mate¬ 
rials as for scientific study of all the elements in planning and 
construction.” ® 


That the status of dwelling-house architecture in the United 
States is unsatisfactory is conceded. The Committee on Design 
of the President’s Conference expressed the opinion that “ the 
design of the average small American dwelling is seriously de¬ 
fective.” * A well-knovrn architect has asserted that 90 per cent 
of the buildings erected in the United States in 1930 “ belong 
to that bad building w'hich makes cities so intolerably' ugly.” '' 

The defects of domestic architecture are due not so much 
to lack of ability or imagination on the part of the archi¬ 
tect as to the fact that his energies have mostly been devoted to 
larger structures. In these he beholds a brighter prospect of 
profit and, he thinks, w'ider opportunity for tiie exercise of his 
talent. Some reasons for the architect’s lack of interest in houses 
are the average home-owner’s willingness to purchase a house al¬ 
ready built; his satisfaction with a stock building plan that 
roughly duplicates his neighbor’s dw'elling; and his desire to 
avoid the expense of an architect- There can be little doubt 
that architects are available to the home-builder and ready to 
supply his needs; the fact remains that a large number of lead¬ 
ing architects have deliberately ignored the field of residences 
in order to concentrate on larger undertakings. 

That the dwelling-house, serv'ing a basic and indispensable 
need of mankind, is worthy of the best effort of the architect 
should be self-evident. He can hardly be blamed for devoting 
himself to those branches of construction which offer the largest 
rew'ard, but the design and construction of dwelling-houses is a 
field w'hich should have received more of his attention. In this 


8 Whitten and Adams, “ Nei^borhoods of Small Homes,” p. 107. 

* The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 


Vol. V, p. 1. 

8 Cheney, Charles, “ Architectural Control ” 
April, 1931, p. 23). 


(The American AreWtect^ 
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connection we cite the following statement with reference to 
dwelling-house construction in Great Britain: 

“ In considering the present position of house building as a craft 
or group of crafts with a view to reporting upon economy in con¬ 
struction, we think it well to recall how that position has been 
reached; for no country has a finer tradition in reference to the 
building of the small house than our own. Yet cottage building 
during the last century came to be regarded as the easy job of 
the building trade requiring neither skill in design nor science in 
erection. . . . While science and skill were devoted in ever-increas¬ 
ing measure to the development of industrial processes, no such 
attention was paid to house building. In view, however, of the 
multiplicity of the requirements of human life to be provided for, 
and the diversity of materials, processes, and skilled labours 
which have to be assembled and combined, each in its due order and 
under the proper conditions which alone ensure success, the cot¬ 
tage must be regarded as one of the most complicated and diffi¬ 
cult of productions. In the absence of traditional skHl and guid¬ 
ance, which Rapidly changing conditions have largely destroyed, 
such a product needs scientific study of aU its parts and thorough 
organization of its erection, if a result at once efficient and eco¬ 
nomical is to be secured.” ® 

The architect’s preference for the large-building fiield is a 
perfectly natural one. The library, the station, the skyscraper, 
the school, even the warehouse, offer a better opportunity than 
does the small house for the effective use of large masses and 
detail. Moreover, the commercial reward is alluring, equivalent 
perhaps to that of a thousand homes. More important still may 
be the intangible rew^ard, the memorial to be passed down to 
posterity. The great public building may stand for generations 
to record the achievement of its architect; the individual house 
or a group development is likely to escape the attention of the 
many and be forgotten in a generation. 

^ ** Report of the (British) Committee appointed to Consider Questions 
of Bnilding Construction in Connection with the Prorision of Dwellings for 
the Working Classes in England and Wales, and Scotland^’ (His Majesty’s 
Stationery Office, London, 1918), pp. 48«49. 
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This may partly explain why American architects are so far 
behind their European colleagues in the field of domestic design. 
Furthermore, w'e are inclined to regard the single-family de- 


TABLE 69 

Distribution of Principal Architectural Establishments in the 
United States, by States, 1932 ® 


Alabama . 

38 

Montana . 

..... 16 

Arizona . 

21 

Nebraska. 

..... 45 

A rlrjsnQis« 

25 

Nevada » « . , « ^ 

. 3 

California . 

541 

New Hampshire 

. 20 

Colorado . 

48 

New Jersey ... 

. 245 

Connecticnt. 

123 

New Mexico . . 

..... 13 

Delaware . 

12 

New York ... 

. 1,277 

District of Columbia . 

101 

North Carolina 

..... 59 

Florida . 

129 

North Dakota . 

. 13 


59 

Ohio ......... 

. 304 

... 



Idaho . 

27 

Oklahoma .... 

. 81 

TIIItH A1 Q 

528 

Oregon 

..... 54 

Indiana . 

105 

Pennsylvania .. 

..... 527 

Iowa .* . . 

66 

Rhode Island .. 

. 41 

Kansas . 

56 

South Carolina 

. 32 

Kentucky.. 

54 

South Dakota . 

. 12 

Louisiana . 

50 

Tennessee .... 

. 70 

Maine . 

20 

Texas . 

. 227 

Maryland . 

102 

Utah .. 

. 27 

Massachusetts . 

441 

Vermont . 

. 3 

Michigan. 

184 

“WT* * * 

¥ irgiBia 

. 75 

Minnesota . 

117 

Washington . . 

. 134 

Mississippi . 

10 

West Virginia . 

. 51 

Missouri .. 

178 

Wisconsin .. .. 

. 185 



Wyoming .... 

. 9 



Total ... . 

. 6,508 

(o) Furnished by C. 

Stanley 

Taylor, Merchandising < 

Consultant, The 


American Architect. 


tached dw^elling-house as the ideal, while Europeans think more 
readily in terms of group life and group housing. Their office, 
commercial, and industrial buildings are ^’^ery different from 
ours, smaller perhaps and much more permanent. Indeed, per¬ 
manence for buildings and for whole sections of cities is a defi- 
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nite condition of European life, and city planning is no novelty 
there. Siedlungen such as the Siedlung Britz in Berlin have 
all the chief features of other public buildings, and their size and 
permanence, and therefore might well attract any architect. 

But enough of generalization. Is it a fact that the architect 
at least in the United States is insufficiently concerned with 
the possibilities in domestic architecture? 

According to one leading authority there are in the United 
States in normal times approximately 12,000 architects, yet 
fully 80 per cent of the architectural work of the country is 
handled by 6500 offices. The establishments in this so-called 
“ primary list ” are shown by states in Table 69. Of them, about 
4000 were until recently chiefly concerned with residential con¬ 
struction ; although one-half the remainder did some residential 
w^ork, their chief activities were in other fields; the rest did no 
residential w'ork whatever. The great curtailment in building 
activity in the past few years has, of course, so changed condi¬ 
tions that in 1932 nearly all architects were willing to under¬ 
take any w^ork in the residential field. 

While, as just stated, some 4000 architects are engaged in 
residential w^ork, most of them conduct what may be termed a 
“ one-man shop.” It is a safe estimate that on the average indi¬ 
vidual members of this group do not design more than one house 
per month. On this basis they design only about 50,000 houses 
per year, as against a normal demand for about 400,000. 

According to some estimates, fully 80 per cent of the dwelling- 
houses of the United States were erected without the direct 
assistance of an architect.^ Such estimates presumably refer 

7 A sample survey made by the G. M. Basford Company of New York and 
Pittsburgh covering the yean; 1&2S-29 indicates that only 12.9 per cent of all 
work was supervised by an architect. The results of this study cannot be 
taken as conclusive, but are suggestive. (“ Facts and Figures of the Building 
Field” [American Builder and Building Age, Chicago], p. 13.) 

Of 187 replies to a questionnaire sent to members of the Railroad Coopera¬ 
tive Building and Loan Association of New York in 1931, 110, or 58 per cent, 
replied that an architect was employed, but as nearly 70 per cent of those re¬ 
plying purchased bouses already built, this percentage has little significance. 
The homes owned by members were in the vicinity of New York, where the 
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chiefly to single-family and two-family dwellings, since a large 
proportion of multi-family dwellings were erected under such 
direction. Yet, as sho-wm in Chapter V, dwelling-house con¬ 
struction represents well over 50 per cent of all building in the 
United States, and the single-family house represents at least 
two-thirds of all residential building. 

Chart 62 attempts to show the extent to which architects of 
the United States participate in the design and construction of 
housing, both rural and urban, and indicates that their con¬ 
nection has been primarily with the urban apartment-house — 
which, it may be remarked, partakes of the character of the 
large building. 

The house designing of American architects as a whole has re¬ 
ceived the following criticisms: 

Too much concerned with style and too little with plan. 

Too much impressed w’ith tradition and charm. 

Too little interested in new developments of construction and 
too consers'ative in their use. 

(1) So far as style is concerned, the fundamentals of sound 
architecture are generally conceded to be utility, stability, and 
beauty, in that order of importance. These apply not only to 
the structure as a whole but to every detail of design. 

(2) A criticism made with special frequency is that the 
architect, ignoring the changes that have occurred in materials 
and in purpose, has attempted to apply the traditions of Greece 
or Rome in an age when the steam railroad, the automobile, the 
elevator, not to mention steel and concrete construction, have 
revolutionized social conditions- 

“ Their [the architects’] great weakness lies generally in their 
failure to offer inspiration in the development of new elements 
with which structures of this machine age may be constructed. In 
other words, they are modern minded in regard to design but not 
as to methods or materials. 


employment of architectural services would doubtless be very much above 
the average. 
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“ We still use brick and stone in the manner long ago discovered 
and used by the ancients.” ® 

“ Too often architects are hidebound when it comes to anything 
new. They cling to old methods and materials like a drowning man 
to a straw. Few will take the time or trouble to thoroughly ex¬ 
amine or investigate the merit claims of new products. The tend¬ 
ency is to discourage progress and development along that line 
when, for the best interests of the building industry, every archi¬ 
tect should be keenly alert to welcome and to use the new innova¬ 
tions of genuine merit which are designed to reduce costs and 
increase construction values.” ® 

(3) In the recent past the architect has failed to see his op¬ 
portunity for public service in the design of the home. He has 
been lured away not only by the big unit but by a false notion 
of the function of domestic architecture. The charming lines 
and texture of the English cottage and the Colonial home have 
been his models. He has overlooked the fact that those forms 
and textures reflect the materials and social life of former times. 
The basic needs of the modem home have been matters of sec¬ 
ondary consequence. Until quite recently, at any rate, he has 
shown no interest in expressing the current industrial and engi¬ 
neering technique. Domestic architecture, like the building in¬ 
dustry, has been maladjusted to these times. The architect has 
been dealing with an ancient organization and an ancient prod¬ 
uct, but even so he might more adequately express the social 
economy and viewpoint of the present day; instead he has 
expressed the spirit of the American colony, the reign of Eliza- 

8 Sleeper, Harold R., “ We Need New Materials ” (The American Archi- 

tect^ March, 10BO, pp. 44-45) • 

® Editorial in The Michigan Architect and Engineer, October, 1930, pp* 
144--145. 

10 Instead of building dream worlds. One has to live today in today and not 
In the Elimbethan Period. As Mr. Filene has so cleverly expressed it, the 
chicken jnst having broken from the shell and scratching the hard dirt might 
wish he were back in the shell. But he cannot get back there. A return to guild 
life or Colonial simplicity is quite impossible and domestic life should be In 
keeping with the demands of today and not merely an escape and refuge 
from them. 
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beth, and the Spanish Mission. There is, indeed, something to be 
said in favor of using the Colonial style in modern times, and 
English and Spanish Mission, too. They reflect some of the 
finest and best social traditions from which our present stand¬ 
ards have largely come. 

Tradition has dominated not only appearance but structure 
as well. Our average suburban developments have been drab, 
and even our most beautiful homes are chiefly clever modifica¬ 
tions of traditional types. Although such architecture as these 
represent has real worth, it certainly cannot be termed creative. 

The architect ha^ thus thrown his influence definitely on the 
conservative side, becoming a follower and not a leader. Insist¬ 
ent upon old forms of architectural expression, and traditional 
materials and structural methods, lacking interest in architec¬ 
tural features expressive of the present, the architect has ig¬ 
nored new ideas in house construction until they were forced 
upon him by public demand.” 

Along with such criticisms one should remember that the first 
duty of an architect is to his client, and that he cannot aflford 
to experiment freely with any new device at his client’s expense. 
This operates to delay the introduction of new methods of 
building. Confronted with a new and apparently good idea in 
construction, the architect is likely to manifest interest but to 
defer adoption of the idea until it has had several years’ trial. 
This conservative attitude, while unavoidable under the present 
scheme of things, none the less lays a heavy burden on anyone 
who would improve the methods of building, since it deprives 
him of an opportunity to test his method under favorable 
circumstances. 

It is small wonder that the architect has followed the easier 
path when one considers recent conceptions of a proper archi¬ 
tectural education. One of the foremost architects in our coun¬ 
try, of international fame, stated in a recent lecture: 

n There are of course exceptions. Grosrenor Atterbury and Ernest Flagg 
have served as pioneers; Robert Tappan, Robert L. Davison, Howard Fisher 
and Robert McLaughlin have earnestly tried to improve the construction 
of houses. This matter is discussed more fully in Vol. III. 
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“‘Architecture’ as taught in our schools isn’t architecture-— 
it is just plain imitation of something that has been and which 
might have been all right when it was called into being. But copy¬ 
ing is not creative work. Beal creative work in architecture is 
building to express the spiritual needs and physical necessities of 
one’s own time. If the Greeks who devisctd the Greek architecture 
of 500 B.C. were alive today they would not create such buildings 
as they created at that time. For they were not imitator-s. They 
would create an architecture that would express today. And that 
is w'hat w'e must do.” 

While this statement does not recognize the more rational 
methods recently adopted by most of our architectural schools, 
it does clearly set forth the function of true architecture. That 
function should appear both in teaching and in practice — 
w’hether in design of the great office-building or of tlie small 
home. 

In teaching there has been a tendency to place major enipba- 
sis upon the bigger projects. It is related that a professor of 
architecture in a large American university once urged his 
pupils not to be content to become “ mere house architects ” but 
to reach out for larger things. Of fifty-tw'O collegiate institu¬ 
tions offering professional courses in architecture, none ap¬ 
pears to give first place to domestic architecture; among schools 
not integrally connected wdth collegiate institutions, apparently 
only one specializes in such architecture. 

Moreover, a considerable proportion of architectural institu¬ 
tions do not give specific courses in domestic architecture, and 
in only a very few' is such a course required. The follow'ing sum¬ 
mary shows the status of domestic architecture in a number of 
institutions: 

89 have no course specializing in domestic architecture. 

5 have an optional one-year course, usually in the third 
year. 

8 have a course given in connection wdth home economics. 

12 Wright, Frank Lloyd, in an address under tlM auspices of the Cambridge 
School of Architecture and Landscape Architecture, Cambridge, Massachu¬ 
setts, November 18, 1932, 
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% require such a course, in the third or fourth year. 

1 has a separate course leading to a degree. 

It should be emphasized that this absence of special courses 
in domestic architecture is not due to indifference or oversight, 
but is a matter of policy. It seems to be an accepted principle 
that a high degree of specialization is undesirable except in 
graduate work, and that an architectural course should deal 
with the subject in a broad way, with emphasis on fundamental 
principles; if a student is well grounded in these he should be 
able, it is contended, to devote himself to any special line of work 
that appeals to him. It is, moreover, asserted that some of the 
best work in domestic architecture has been done by architects 
whose training was of this kind. Be that as it may, the startling 
fact remains that the curricula of our architectural schools pay 
but little direct attention to the home, although it comprises 
three-fifths of all the building construction in this country. 

While the general principles of form and composition and 
color apply to all sorts of esthetic design, of buildings, textiles, 
ceramics or automobiles, specific features introduce differences 
of practice. The oval form, for instance, is a beautiful one, and 
is often advocated as nearest the perfect in composition of a 
plan; satisfactory for a skating rink or an arena, it evidently 
fails to meet the requirements of a railroad station or a house. 
In the case of a railroad station practical considerations dictate 
form. In the case of a house the buyer or client is usually unable 
to formulate definite demands. His notions of the life that he 
and his family will live in the house that is to be are vague as¬ 
pirations where they are not bad guesses. The basic principles 
of d^ign fail to meet this human situation. The architect must 
have deep experience and profound sympathy with the needs of 
contemporary domestic life, and that cannot come from placidly 
contemplating the architecture of the past, however beautiful 
and true to life that may once have been. 

There is a tendency to subject the practice of architecture 
to state regulation, but this has developed only in the last few 
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years. Indeed, one-third of the states are still without registra¬ 
tion laws.^® 

The architectural profession is not unaware of the difHcul- 
ties confronting it. Some of its leaders have urged that the 
architect must assume leadership and direction of the entire 
building industry if its present disorganized condition is to be 
improved. This applies not only to matters of design but to the 
selection and purchase of materials, financing, and all other 
major factors. As shown elsew'here, one difficulty lies in the at¬ 
tempts of competing interests, chiefly producers of building 
materials, to promote the acceptance of houses which Hill pro¬ 
vide the largest market for their particular product. In the 
absence of some central authority such competition may make 
matters worse instead of better. It is contended that if the archi¬ 
tectural profession w’ould assume this authority it could compel 
the coordination wffiich is as yet sadly lacking. On the other 
hand, it is urged with equal force that before the architect can 
be entrusted with such influence he must prove himself recep¬ 
tive to modern tendencies, such as original ideas in d^ign 
adapted to an industrial age, the use of new materials in place 
of traditional brick and lumber, the standardization of parts, 
and mass production. At the moment it seems a fair question 
w hether the controlling influence may not rest with the pioneers 
in new methods of production, to w’hom the architect will be a 
servant rather than a master. 

Some noted architects are in fact now employed by industry. 


As follows: Arkansas Missouri 

Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Texas 
V ermont 
Wyoming 

In several of these states the adoption of re^stration acts was under con- 


Arkaasas 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Kansas 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 


sideration during 1983. m a 

A list of the states having statutory requirements, with the name of the ad¬ 
ministering board, may be found in the Appendix, p. 671. 
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One well-known firm has specialized in buildings for a promi¬ 
nent utility company and has produced some beautiful designs; 
another has done remarkable work for a merchandising firm. 
These architects maintain the appearance of purely profes¬ 
sional consultants and are free to engage in other work. Both 
the industries and the architects might be better off if the archi¬ 
tects were highly remunerated executives of the concerns, in 
charge of all the building projects. A similar development may 
take place in housing unless the architect looks to his last. He 
has the opportunity to be the leader; if he wastes it he must 
expect that the producing unit will employ his services rather 
than he theirs. 

But as things are nowadays, the owner cannot afford as much 
of a house as he needs and wants; the one he gets is poorly 
adapted to his family life. The building of the house is a clumsy, 
antiquated, laborious process, and the esthetic result, usually 
negative, is marrefd by pretentious and false decoration. What 
with the conservatism or false motives of domestic architecture, 
the building industry’s diverse and unresponsive organiza¬ 
tion, and the innumerable uncoordinated and slowly chang¬ 
ing building codes, it is not strange that house structure is still 
undeveloped. 

The great cathedral or office-building or state capitol forces 
a standardization of materials and methods for itself alone. The 
relative smallness of each house and the obvious restrictions of 
individual needs handicap such standardization. Nevertheless, 
the architect of individual homes should serve the homes of the 
many through communal features of design; this would bring 
to the masses the economic advantage of standardization which 
the great building enforces by its very size. Only thus can the 
small home command the architectural service it deserves. 

During the past decade in Germany and some other countries 
domestic architecture has broken away from tradition, espe¬ 
cially in community housing. This school of architectural 
thought places first emphasis upon utility, or — to employ a 
more widely used term — function. The resulting designs are 
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simple and direct, compact and economical, with chiefly rec¬ 
tangular motifs informing the mass. The general effect of such 
developments is harmony and balance, in sharp contrast to the 
miscellaneous individuality so characteristic of most American 
communities. While some criticize the result as repellent monot¬ 
ony, the more common opinion is distinctly favorable, even from 
the esthetic viewpoint. One prominent authority has said in this 
connection: 

“ Under the cloak of individuality, personality, free expression, 
the partisans of the free-standing house have accepted the utmost 
refinements of monotony and unintelligent standardization. . . . 
That is the paradox of modern architecture: we can achieve indi¬ 
viduality only on a communal scale; and when we attempt to 
achieve individuality in isolated units, the result is a hideous 
monotony, uneconomic in practice and depressing in effect.” 

These German developments, while most conspicuous in 
apartment-houses, are also apparent in single dwellings. Other 
features of the new housing are improved orientation in order 
to utilize the sunlight more fully and more appropriately, mak¬ 
ing it available to every family, and improved surroundings 
such as prden spaces, playgrounds, and the relation to public 
ways. Similar ideas have been used to some extent in England 
and France. They are also clearly reflected in the most recent 
work of manv" American architects, especially in group develop¬ 
ments and in connection with organizations interested in the 
standardization of building materials, factory methods, and 
mass production. The new' architecture is better adapted for 
mass production and the use of modern materials. 

Together wdth these new developments in design, greatly in¬ 
creased importance is attached to community planning. This 
has been a conspicuous feature of post-War housing in Eng¬ 
land, but has also been characteristic of building in Germany. 
Several leading American architects have strongly urged the 
importance of community planning, and some of them have 

Mumford, Lewis, “ Mass-Production and the Modern House ” (The 
Architectural Record, February, 1930, pp. 113-114), 
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taken the position that the detached single house until now so 
typical of American suburban architecture must to an increas¬ 
ing extent give way to group housing. The Committee on 
Design of the President’s Conference has strongly urged the 
necessity of group design/® holding that the lack of this was the 
“ chief cause of the failure in the design of the current product 
of small dwellings in the United States.” It has insisted that 
the neighborhood is “ the true unit of design ” from every 
point of view — architectural, financial, social, and civic — 
as well as from the standpoint of layout of public utilities and 
other factors. 

It would be difficult to give full credit to every architect either 
here or abroad who has shown appreciation of the modern trend 
but a few may be mentioned. On the side of community plan¬ 
ning for homes the Americans Henry Wright, Robert Kohn, 
and Clarence Stein have given much of their time and effort to 
this problem. From the point of view of the single-family house, 
the early work of Atterbury and Flagg is being carried on 
along different lines by younger men; Frank Lloyd Wright, 
another of the older architects, was a pioneer in this field. More 
recently the work of Neutra, Howe, and McLaughlin may be 
mentioned. Mr. Howe, a Beaux-Arts graduate, has over many 
years produced some of the most exquisite examples of tradi¬ 
tional house design in this country; he has made a real success 
of design of the individual domestic unit. Lately his firm has 
been laboring with the problem of reconciling modern housing 
to the requirements of modem life. In Europe nearly every 
architect of importance is interested in community housing, and 
many have tried to re-design the single house for the living of 
today. Le Corbusier of France, Dudok and Mies Van der Rohe 
of Holland, Gropius of Germany, and the group in the Bauhaus 
Dessau may be mentioned as of prime importance. 

In the work and writings of the most progressive architects 

IS Tlie President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. V, pp. 1-9. 

i« Ibid., p. 2. 

IT Closed by act of the Nasi govermnent. 



THE ARCHITECT ANB HOUSIXC 345 

of our day we find ample testimony to the need of modernizing 
building structure; they find therein not only the prospect of 
lower cost and greater efficiency of the home but an ample 
chance to reflect the spirit of tiie age. Standardization result¬ 
ing from large housing units is already evident both in this 
country and in Europe. Here we see it in the city apartment 
building; in Europe we see it in recent developments in the out¬ 
skirts of Stockholm, Amsterdam, the Siedlunycn of Frankfurt 
and \ienna, and some of the garden-cities and public-utility 
developments of Great Britain. Domestic architecture should 
be socialized for the benefit of the many and not specialized for 
the pride of the few. 

In 1929 the American Institute of Architects awarded their 
highest “ craftsmanship medal to Cheney Brothers for ‘‘ dis¬ 
tinguished achievement in textile design and fabric.” For tlie 
first time they recognized the great possibilities in artistic ex¬ 
pression when the composite artist uses the technique of mass 
production. In “ The City of Tomorrow ” Le Corbusier pre¬ 
dicts that purposeful civic grandeur and beauty never }>efore 
equaled will result from such coordination. The modest home of 
the future will come from similar methods of design and similar 
tools, in infinite variety and at reduced cost. It will better 
satisf}’ the changing wants of community life, and increased 
variety and charm will mark its architecture. 



CHAPTER X 

Financing of the Home 


OT only does the average purchaser of a home re¬ 
sort to the use of credit, but in most cases his bor¬ 
rowing represents the major part of the initial 
cost. As already pointed out, the purchase of a 
home is usually the largest single investment ever 
made by the average family in wage-earning or other low-income 
groups. Moreover, except for the purchase of an automobile, it 
often is the only major capital outlay connected with the 
family budget. Food is bought as needed from time to time, 
sometimes from day to day, as are most incidentals. Fuel and 
clothing are purchased at intervals, yet as a rule involve no 
large outlay at any one time. But a home for the average family 
cannot be financed out of current income or even out of accu¬ 
mulated savings. While in many instances the resultant indebt¬ 
edness is liquidated, at least in part, a high percentage of our 
homes are continually encumbered by debt. In 1920, according 
to the Census, 38 per cent of all owned homes were mortgaged. 
The ratio had been steadily rising for many years,^ and is almost 
certainly higher at the present time than it was in 1920, Similar 
information for rented homes is not available, but as a large 
part of multi-family homes, nearly all of which are rented, are 
financed in part by borrowed funds, it is fairly certain that the 
proportion of rented homes subject to mortgage is substan¬ 
tially higher than tliat of owned homes. 

While comprehensive statistics are lacking, individual sur¬ 
veys indicate that in many instances the purchaser of a home 
is unable to provide more than 20 to 30 per cent of the purchase 

2- It was 28 per cent in 1880. 
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In a questionnaire conducted by the Railroad Cooperative 
Building and Loan Association of New York in 1931, 52S, or 
85 per cent, of the 613 persons who replied to the question 
whether there was a mortgage on the home answered in the 
affirmative.® A high proportion would, of course, be expected in 
the case of building-and-loan association homes. 

In the face of this general dependence upon credit, there is 
widespread complaint that the facilities for furnishing it are 
inadequate and badly organized and that financing costs are 
burdensome; this is especially true of junior financing.^ Herbert 
Hoover, in an address before the Conference on Home Building 
and Home Ovmership in September, 1930, said: 

“ The finance of home building, especially for second mortgages, 
is the most backward segment of our whole credit system. It is 
easier to borrow 85 per cent on an automobile and repay it on the 
installment plan than to buy a home on that basis — and generally 
the house requires a higher interest rate. 

‘‘ The whole process of purchase and finance involves a ceremony 
like a treaty between governments, and yet the home is certainly 
as good collateral as an automobile. . . .” ® 

The tenant is almost as much concerned as the home-owner 
with the cost of financing. As shown in Chapter III, interest 
(hidden in ‘‘ net return ” in Table 23 and used interchangeably 
with it) is the most important single factor in an economic 
rental, amounting almost to the sum of all the other factors. In 
other words, whether the individual owns his home or rents it, he 
is paying for interest and other financing costs, although in the 
case of a tenant this payment may not be so apparent. 

It is unnecessary to emphasize further the importance of 
financing costs; they are recognized as constituting a great and 
perhaps the greatest burden on the prospective home-owner. 
The principal sources of credit and the instruments and meth¬ 
ods of financing will now be described. 

» “ Financing Home Ownership ” (1981), p. 6. 

7 This term, while often applied to second-mortgage financing, covers all 
forms of borrowing subsidiary to the first mortgage. 

8 New York Times, September 2S, 1930. 
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PEIXCIPiVL LENDING AGENCIES 

The chief lending agencies for home financing in the United 
States are these: 

Building and loan associations ® Land banks 

Insurance companies Mortgage companies 

Savings banks Philanthropic institutions 

National banks Industrial employers 

Trust companies Builders 

Private lenders 

Savings banks, insurance companies, national banks, trust 
comxianies, and land banks as a rule lend only on first mort¬ 
gage. This is also true in the case of the great majority of build¬ 
ing and loan associations. In Pennsylvania, however, and in a 
few localities in other states, such organizations, as noted later, 
have loaned extensively on second mortgages. Mortgage com¬ 
panies may lend on either first or second mortgage, but some 
second-mortgage companies deal exclusively w’ith the latter 
type of loan. The other agencies noted above lend on either first 
or second mortgage. 

Many years ago the private lender was the principal 
source of funds for the acquisition of homes; but banking insti¬ 
tutions, life-insurance companies, mortgage companies, and es¬ 
pecially building and loan associations have steadily increased 
their operations in home financing, until today they handle the 
major share so far as first mortgages are concerned. 

Study of the total loans of several of the agencies in 1916 
and 1961 (Table 70 and Chart 66), aside from .showing a great 
expansion in the total of real-estate loans, brin^ out clearly 
the relative gain made by building and loan associations, in- 
9 The names of such organizations differ in different sections of the 

country. . , , 

10 The private lender is still an Important and perhaps the principal source 
of second-mortgage funds. A study covering 444 bom^ in Buffalo in 1930 
showed that 91 per cent of second mortgages were held by private individuals 
(The President’s Conference on Home Building and Horae Ownership, Vol. 
IV, p. ^). The special study made for this book indicated that well over SO 
per cent of second mortgages w'ere held by the sellers of the properties 
(Tucker, D. S., Special Report). 
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surance companies, and national banks; on the other hand, it 
shows that the proportion of such financing handled by savings 
banks and state banks declined sharply/^ 

There is no authoritative compilation of the total loans on 
homes exclusively- A special study by the United States Census 
in 1920 reported the total amount of mortgages on 1,892,537 

TABLE 70 

Total Real-Estate Loans of Certain Agencies in the United 
States on June 30, 1913, and June 30, 1931 


Building and loan 

1913’^ 

Per cent 

1931 » 

Per cent 

associations . 
Insurance com- 

$1,023,800,000 

16.9 

$7,760,100,000 / 

31.0 

panics . 

1,485,100,000 

® 24.5 

7,650,000,000 f 

30.3 

Savings banks . 
State (commer¬ 

2,303,700,000 

38.0 

6,820,000,000 

23.3 

cial) banks .. 

555,600,000 

9.2 

1,357,200,000 

6.4 

National banks . 
Loan and trust 

76,800,000 

1.3 

1,280,600,000 

5.1 

companies . . . 

576,300,000 

9.5 

1,232,900,000 

4.9 

Private banks . 

35,200,000 

.6 

4,700,000 

_ d 


$6,056,600,000 

100.0 

$25,105,500,000 

100.0 


(а) “ Economics of the Construction Industry,” p, 216. Estimated total 
loam of building and loan associations in this year have been used instead 
of assetsj as in the original compilation. This change resulted in a slight re¬ 
vision of the percentages. 

(б) The figures for 1931, for banking institutions, were taken from the 
“ Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1931.” Those for insurance com¬ 
panies are from The Insurance Year Book, 1932 (The Spectator Company, 
New York, 1932), p. A-134. Those for building and loan associations were 
furnished by H. F. Cellarius, Secretary-Treasurer of the United States League 
of Building and Loan Associations. 

(e) As noted in the text, national banks at this time were, broadly speak¬ 
ing, forbidden to make loans on real estate. The total here given for 1913 may 
include banking quarters owned. 

(d) Negligible. 

(#) Figures are as of January L 

If) Figures are as of December 31, 1931. 

These figures cover only the operations of the institutions named, and 
Include all classes of real-estate loans and not merely loans on homes. 

12 “ Mortgages on Homes in the United States, 1920 ” (GPO, Washington, 

1923 ), p. 43. 
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If the estimate of $90,000,000,000 as the value of homes in 
the United States on January 1, 1930, given in Chapter II be 
accepted, a total mortgage debt of $20,000,000,000 would rep¬ 
resent over one-fifth of the total value. Since a large percentage 
of owned homes are unencumbered,^® the ratio of debt to value in 
the case of mortgaged homes alone would be much higher. In 
1920, according to the special study by the United States Cen¬ 
sus, the mortgaged debt on owned mortgaged homes amounted 
to 42.6 per cent of their value; it is doubtless higher today. It 
would not be far from the mark to say that mortgage indebted¬ 
ness on owned mortgaged homes in 1930 represented nearly 50 
per cent of their normal value.^^ 

No conflict is apparent between the proportions here given 
and the statement at the beginning of this chapter that the ac¬ 
quisition of a home involves borrowing in a great majority of 
cases. The Census in its report on mortgages on homes in 1920 
said: “ The American method of acquiring a home is to buy the 
site, gradually pay for it, then to mortgage it through a build¬ 
ing and loan association or otherwise, to construct the home 
with the aid of the mortgage and gradually to extinguish the 
mortgage.” This statement is especially applicable in the case 
of second mortgages. In many cases the first mortgage if not 
taken out through a building and loan association is allowed to 
run indefinitely. 

Of all the lending agencies listed, building and loan associa¬ 
tions are most directly concerned with the financing of the home, 
and their operations in this field exceed in amount those of any 
other single agency. At the close of 1930 there were more than 
13,000 building and loan associations in the United States, with 
total mortgage loans of nearly $7,800,000,000, of which ap¬ 
proximately 90 per cent, or $7,000,000,000, was on homes.®* 
In 1927 it was estimated by a building and loan official that over 

As shown later in this chapter (p. 392 f*). 

It frequently exceeded the actual market values prevailing in 1932 and 

1933. 

15 '^Mortgages on Homes in the United States, 1920,’^ p. 12. 

During the years 1931-32, there was an appreciable decrease both in 
the number and in the total assets of these organissations, largely due to the 
abnormal economic conditions then prevailing. 
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40 per cent of the mortgages on homes in the United States 
were held by building and loan associations.” 

According to H. F. Cellarius, Secretary-Treasurer of the 
United States Building and Loan Ijcague, fully 8,000,000 
homes in the United States have been financed through these 
organizations during the past hundred years; about 6,000,000 
of these have been financed since 1901 and more than 4,000,- 
000 since 1920.’" These figures do not indicate the number of 
new homes financed through these organizations, since sucli 
loans are often made to finance the purchase of an existing liome. 
There seems to he no basis for estimating the number of new 
homes so financed. 

Building and loan associations are essentially cooperative — 
in Massachusetts, indeed, they are called cooperative banks. 
^Members subscribe for shares on which they are required to pay 
in a sum each month as dues. Interest is credited on such pay¬ 
ments, wUich are in the nature of bank deposits, although except 
in the case of full-paid subscriptions they are technically in¬ 
stalments toward the payment of a certain number of shares 
in the association, which do not become full-paid until the 
requisite number of monthly instalments has been completed. 
Penalties are imposed for failure to make monthly payments on 
the due date. When a member has completed the payments on 
his shares, he is entitled to receive their face value from the as¬ 
sociation. In Massachusetts and numerous other states the face 
value is $200 per share. 

A member need not contemplate the purcliase of a home, but 
mav simply use these associations virtually as banks of deposit, 
the rate of interest being in most instances higher than that 
paid by sa^-ings banks. 

In the financing of homes through building and loan associa- 

17 McAllister, W. W., “ Do BoiMln|r and I.oan Associations Corapetc with 
Other Financial Institutions?" In Annals of Real Estate Practice, Vol. Y, 
“Real Estate Finance" (National Association of Real Estate Boards, Chi¬ 
cago. 1927), p. S55. 

I® In 19^ the yearly total reached a peak of 615,(W0 as against an average 
of about 225,000 in the years 1920-!^. 

19 Some building and loan associations issue full-paid shares, to attract 
additional funds from investors who do not wish to borrow. 
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tions there is a variety of practice. A common arrangement is 
for the borrower to subscribe to a number of shares sufficient, 
at the par or full-paid value, to cover the face of the loan. Thus, 
on a $4000 loan he would take out, say, 20 shares of a face 
value of $200 each, on each of which he ordinarily would pay 
$1 per month as dues, chiefly to amortize the loan, and $1 per 
month as interest, where the normal rate of interest is 6 per cent. 
Under this arrangement his shares would become full-paid, or 
“ matured,” in something less than twelve years. This system¬ 
atic amortization of the loan, at a fairly rapid rate, is one of the 
distinguishing characteristics of building and loan associations. 

There are various minor charges for examination, appraisal, 
and other services. Where the borrower is building a new house, 
instead of purchasing one already built, the building and loan 
association ordinarily makes anywhere from five to seven inspec¬ 
tions of the property as construction progresses to see that the 
work is of the required standard, a small charge being made for 
each of these inspections. 

Mention may here be made of the “ building societies ” of 
Great Britain, which are the counterpart of American building 
and loan associations. These organizations, w'hich have been in 
existence for more than a century, had a phenomenal develop¬ 
ment immediately folloviung the World War. Their membership 
has almost tripled since 1900, and the amount loaned annually 
on mortgage rose from an average of about £9,000,000 in the 
ten years preceding the World War to more than £90,000,000 
in 1931, when their total outstanding mortgages were more 
than £360,000,000.®° The chairman of the National Association 
of Building Societies of Great Britain has been quoted as saying 
that 2,500,000 homes have been acquired through the assistance 
of these agencies since they began operations. This figure is of 
course considerably in excess of the number of homes now stand¬ 
ing which have been so financed; however, the same authority 
stated that during the five-year period 1925-29 the operations 

20 Bellman, Sir Harold, “Building Societies — Some Economic Aspects” 
(Economic Journal, London, March, 1933, pp. 30 and 12). 
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that the borrower may repay the loan before maturity; some¬ 
times the borrower is also required to take out a life-insurance 
policy equal to the amount of the loan. 

Savings banks are peculiarly suited to home financing. De¬ 
posits in such institutions are not checking accounts, and while 
in the absence of special conditions, when these banks may insist 
upon thirty, sixty, or ninety days’ notice before paying out de¬ 
posits, withdrawals may be made at any time, they are made far 
less frequently than in the case of ordinary commercial banks. 
Accounts often lie undisturbed, accumulating at compound in¬ 
terest, over a long period of jj’ears. Tliis condition obviously 
favors the investment of funds in long-term real-estate mort¬ 
gages. In addition, the mutual savings bank extends special 
consideration to home-owners. In the East, a considerable pro¬ 
portion of the mortgages of savings banks are on homes. In 
some states the maximum proportion of total funds w^hich can 
be loaned by savings banks on mortgage is fixed by law. In 
Massachusetts, for example, real-estate loans cannot exceed 
70 per cent of the total assets, w^hereas building and loan asso¬ 
ciations are not restricted in this way. In many states, moreover, 
the law sets a maximum ratio of loan to the value of the 
property. 

The home-financing methods of savings banks are dilferenti- 
ated from those of building and loan associations in that the 
former do not issue shares on which instalment payments must 
be made. Instead, the borrower secures a loan about as he would 
from a commercial bank or private lender. Furthermore, sav¬ 
ings banks as a rule have not insisted on amortization; a mort¬ 
gage may be payable at the end of a stated period of years or 

34 While a large number of savings banks in the United States are joint- 
stock organkatlons, the total resources of these are only a small fraction of 
those of the mutual savings banks. On June 80, 1980, the total resources of 
the two classes compared as follows: 

714 stodi savings banks $ 1,521,109,000 

W mutual savings banks 10,295,808,000 

Total ?11310,417,0^' 

(United State Treasuiy Department, ‘‘Report of the Comptroller of the Cur¬ 
rency, 1930,^ GPO, Washin^on, 1931), pp. 103-105. 
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JL ne practice or savings DanKs witn respect to loa 
further differs from that of building and loan ass 
that whereas the latter lend extensively on constr 
(i.e., loans for the erection of new houses or other 
savings banks as a rule prefer to lend only on th 
home. 

Since the first consideration of national banks 
keep a large proportion of their funds liquid so tl 
at all times meet the demands of depositors, it is ir 
for them to lend extensively on real estate. Indeed, 
creation of the Federal Reserve System national 
virtually prohibited from making loans on real-( 
gages. The Federal Reserve Act permitted such 
various restrictions, and gradually a small portion 
of national banks was invested in real-estate loans. The McFad- 
den Act of 1927 materially increased the latitude of national 


banks in this respect, particularly in that it permitted them to 
make loans on real estate running for five years, whereas previ¬ 
ously the limit had been one year. This change was immediately 
followed by a marked increase in the loans by national banks on 
real estate. Thus, on June 30, 1926, the total of such loans 

25 John W. Saedstedt, ExeciitiTe Secretary of the National Association of 
Mutual Savings Banks, states: " In the State of New York the diiratioo of the 
average loan is three vears and in practical!? mil cases it Is renewed auto- 
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other than loans on farm lands was only $473,400,000, repre¬ 
senting 3^ per cent of the total loans and discounts of national 
banks; on June 30,1931, the total was $1,280,600,000, or 9.72 
per cent. 

There is no wa^r of determining what proportion of real- 
estate loans by national banks is made on homes. We know, 
however, that many national banks in the eastern part of the 
country, especially the smaller institutions, have in recent years 
substantially increased the amount of funds which they have 
loaned on homes. 

Trust companies have somewhat greater latitude than na¬ 
tional banks, but their total loans on real estate are much less 
than those of savings banks or of building and loan associations. 

The aggregate mortgages of the twelve Federal Land Banks 
on June 30,1930, were $1,682,000,000; in addition, joint-stock 
land banks had outstanding on that date loans of $900,000,- 
000. In the case of land banks it is difficult to segregate the 
amount of funds loaned on homes from the amount loaned on 
land. 

There are numerous first-mortgage companies in the United 
States, including title, guaranty, and trust companies, and pri¬ 
vate institutions. Some of them issue their own mortgage bonds 
against the individual mortgages which they hold. 

After the World War, a fairly large number of second-mort¬ 
gage companies, frequently operating over a large section of 
the country, were organized, but the excessive shrinkage in real 
estate values since 1929 has forced many of these out of exist¬ 
ence. A number of large first-mortgage companies, moreover, 
became financially embarrassed.®* 

Evidently the number of agencies available to the would-be 
borrower are many and diverse. It requires technical knowledge 
far in excess of that of the average citizen to know what agen¬ 
cies are available in a given instance, and of these w’hich ones are 
best for him to utilize. Coordination and simplification of the 
agencies of credit is undoubtedly needed. 

2® Some estimates place the amount of real-estate mortgages and real- 
estate mortgage bonds which were In default in 19S0 as high as $5,000,000,000. 
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INSTRUMENTS USED IN HOME FINANCING 

The principal instruments used in home financing are: 

(1) The first mortgage. 

(2) The trust deed. 

(3) The second mortgage. 

(4) The third mortgage (cliiefly used by speculative build¬ 
ers). 

(5) The land contract. 

(6) The ground rent (infrequent and local). 

The commonest of these is the mortgage, and it is used in all 
sections of the country except in those few where it lias been 
almost entirely supplanted by the trust deed. 

(1) The first mortgage, as the name indicates, is a prior lien 
on the property. If interest, or the principal, is not paid when 
due, the holder can foreclose and, subject to stipulated pro¬ 
cedure, sell the property, in which case all obligations under the 
first mortgage must be met before the holders of any subordi¬ 
nate liens receive anything. However, in many states the mort¬ 
gagor is allowed a certain length of time to redeem the property 
after foreclosure proceedings are commenced before title finally 
passes. In some states this period is from six months to one year, 
but in a few it is longer. On the other hand, in man}’ states there 
is no “ equity of redemption,” as this rigiit to redeem is tech¬ 
nically called.^’^ 

(2) The principal difference between the trust deed and the 
mortgage is that, in the event of default, possession of tiie prop¬ 
erty can often be secured with less delay under the former than 
through foreclosure under the latter, since under the trust deed 
the borrow’er has no right or equity of redemption. In some cases 
jiossession can be secured in a few months. 

(3) Second mortgages are so called because, as explained 
above, they rank below’ the first mortgage or other prior liens. 

'-^7 This provisionj wlilie Intended to protect li iMirrowrr from being' victlm™ 
ked, has often been criticized as unduly Iliiiltliig the rights of the lender and 
as tending to increase financing costs. Where the redemption period is umisii- 
ally long It practically deprives the lender of the opportunity to protect Ms 
investment. 
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They are extensively employed in home financing, and as a rule 
run from one to three or five years. 

(4) The third mortgage ranks below the second as a lien on 
the property; its use by home owners is infrequent. For the most 
part this class of mortgage imposes an intolerable burden upon 
the home purchaser. 

(5) The land contract is used principally in the north cen¬ 
tral and a few western states. It is in effect a substitute for a 
deed and purchase-money mortgage (i.e., a mortgage taken by 
the seller of the property as part payment), although it may 
be used concurrently with a first mortgage and thus serve as a 
junior mortgage. The seller does not transfer title at the time 
of purchase, but delays giving deed until a substantial portion 
of the purchase price, usually about 50 per cent, has been paid. 
Annual payments under a land contract are likely to be larger 
than under a mortgage. 

The land contract is seldom used in the Atlantic states or in 
the South. In the Middle West it is estimated that 65 per cent of 
all sales of dwellings and 85 per cent of all sales of vacant lots 
are made by this method.^® While the land contract has certain 
advantages, it has some objectionable features. On this point 
the Committee on Finance of the President’s Conference re¬ 
ported : 

« The land contract succeeds in avoiding some of the disadvan- 

tages of the first and second mortgage method because it simpli¬ 
fies the system of payments on the part of the owner. Under it, the 

American Real Estate Institute of the National Association of Real 
Estate Boards, ‘^Financing the Home Buyer” (Chicago, 1924*), p. 15. 

In a special questionnaire study (Tucker, D. S., Special Report), covering 
918 instances of home financing, the proportions financed by the land contract 
method In various states were as follows: 
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Michigan 

8T 

Indiana 

75 

Iowa 

82 

Illinois 

37 

Minnesota 

48 

Kansas 

4B 

Utah 

72 

Washington 

50 

Montana 

28 

Idaho 

m 

Colorado 

27 

Ohio 

24 

Pennsylvania 

5 
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seller retains ttse title imtii tlie purchaser lia.n an eqiiitj siificieffitly 
large to enable him to obtain a mortgage for the remaincJer. 
This method works satisfactorily so long as the seller is thor¬ 
oughly honest and financially responsible. However, it cannot be 
recommended for universal adoption, partly because of the pos¬ 
sibility that tiie seller may become involved financially and not be 
able to carry through his covenant to deed over the property 
under the agreed conditions at the statech and partly because 
the seller in effect acts as a trustee; uhuallj withoi.it the supervisioji 
and opportunity for e^camination of accounts by the buyer and by 
public officials that lias been found by experience to be advisable 
for trustees. Possibly a system of trusteeship can be worked out 
that would obviate all or most of these clangers.” 

(6) From one angle, a ground rent is the capitalized rental 
value of a given piece of real estate. example, a person who 
owms a piece of land or a home and needs funds can, instead of 
borrowing a given amount on a first mortgage, raise tlie same 
sum by means of a ground rent, on wiiich loan he pays the same 
rate of interest as he w'ouM pay on the mortgage. In Baltimore, 
W’'here the ground-rent system is at present most extensively 
used, he may pay off the amount of the ground rent after a 
given number of years or continue the arrangement indefinitely 
at his option; such a ground rent is thus a form of mortgage 
wdiich permits the lease-holder to continue it as long as he 
wishes. In some other states the ground rent runs for a fixed but 
long term of years — usually 99 or 100, the theory being that 
so long a period enables a person to erect a building on the 
property and siK^urc the full return of his capital iiefore tlie 
arrangement expires.*® 

The chief advantage of the ground-rent system to the pro¬ 
spective home-owner is that he merely pays a sum annually for 
the use of the land over a long term of years and can thus de¬ 
vote all of Ms available funds to the construction or purchase of 

2» Tlic Presldrnrs Conference on Home BnlMIng und How* Ownewbips 

VoL II, p, 2S. 

10 On expiration of the rental terai, ownerstiip of the htiiMing would pass 
to tlie owner of land. 
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the house. Where a ground rent is sold on a completed home it 
simply represents a medium for raising funds very much as a 
mortgage does, with the exception, already noted, as to the 
maturity date. 

Like the agencies, the instruments of home credit are diverse 
and complicated. Laws differ widely, and the harassed borrower 
flounders in the dark. Here, too, coordination and simplification 
are needed. 


PRINCIPAL METHODS OF HOME FINANCING 

Borrowers, and the principal methods of borrowing, may be 
grouped as follows: 


Group 

1. Those able to pay 50 per 
cent or more of the pur¬ 
chase price in cash. 

2. Those who pay 25 to 50 
per cent in cash. 


8. Those paying 25 per cent 
or less in cash. 


Usual method of financing 
First mortgage (or trust deed) only. 


{a) In some cases, first mortgage 
only, especially where building 
and loan associations are used. 

(b) First mortgage for about 50 per 
cent of purchase price; second 
mortgage for balance over own¬ 
er’s equity. 

(c) Land contract, sometimes with a 
first mortgage. 

(a) First, second, and sometimes 
third mortgages, and unsecured 
notes. 

(b) Land contract, frequently sub¬ 
sidiary to a first mortgage. 

(c) Special instalment arrangements 
made with builder or seller. 


In normal times no serious problem confronts borrowers in 
Group 1, nor those in Group 2-a, who require only a first mort¬ 
gage to supplement their own resources. 


On the whole, there is really no difficult problem connected with 
financing the purchaser who is able to pay as much as forty per 
cent of the purchase price. There is in ordinary times plenty of 
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money for investment in first mortgages, and tiie costs are 
reasonable.” 

The chief difficulty in home financing is found in connection 
with second-mortgage borrowing. Herbert Hoover, in address¬ 
ing the Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership in 
December, 1931, said on this point: 

“ We have in normal times, through the savings banks, insurance 
companies, the building and loan associations, and others, pro¬ 
vided abundant and mobile finance for 50 per cent of the cost of 
a home through the first mortgage. But the definite problem is not 
presented by those who can find 50 per cent of the cost of a home. 
Our chief problem in finances relates to those who have an earnest 
desire for a home, who have a job and therefore possess sound 
character credit, but whose initial resources run to only 20 or 25 
per cent. These people would mllingly work and apply all their 
rent and all their savings to gain for themselves this independence 
and security and social well-being. Such people are a good risk. 
They are the very basis of stability to the Nation. ... To find a 
way to meet their need is one of the problems that you have to 
consider; that is, how we can make a home available for install¬ 
ment purchase on terms that dignify the name credit and not 
upon terms and risks comparable to the credit extended by a 
pawnbroker.” 


COST OF FraST-MORTGAGE FUNDS 

The rate on first-mortgage money depends on the section of 
the country, the size of the mortgage as related to the value of 
the home, the lending agency through which the loan is made, 
and many other conditions. But, broadly speaking, the rate 
paid for first-mortgage credit does not involve a serious burden. 

In the case of loans made through savings banks, life-insur¬ 
ance companies, national banks, and trust companies, the rate 
in the eastern part of the United States in normal times is 
around 6 per cent, with a range from 5 to 7 per cent. In sections 

31 American Real Estate Institute of the National Association of Real 
Estate Boards, “ Financing the Home Buyer,” p. 11. 

New York Times, December 3, 1931, 
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where general interest rates are relatively high, the rate on first- 
mortgage funds is correspondingly affected. The Committee on 
Finance of the President’s Conference reported that the rate of 
interest on first mortgages “ ranges ordinarily from 5 to 7 per 
cent, with 6 per cent as the prevailing standard, but extends in 
certain areas up to 8 or 9 per cent.” 

In arranging for a mortgage on a home, there are certain 
fees for examination of the property, title search, recording of 
deed, and other services. For example, there may be a fee of 
about $5 for appraising the property, one of $15 to $50 for 
examining the title, and one of $5 to $15 for recording the deed. 
As a general rule, these various service charges amount to from 
1 to £ per cent of the face of the first-mortgage loan; if this 
runs for a considerable period of years, these incidental charges 
add only a fraction of 1 per cent to the annual cost of the loan. 
In some cases there is also a commission to cover brokerage serv¬ 
ice for securing first-mortgage funds, but in normal times this is 
small, about 2 per cent, and adds comparatively little to the in¬ 
terest cost when prorated over the life of a long-term loan. In 
many cases this commission goes to the broker and not to the 
lending agency.®^ 

Where the first mortgage is obtained through a building and 
loan association the rate may be somewhat higher, first because 
these organizations ordinarily lend a larger proportion of the 
value of the home than do most other lending agencies, and sec¬ 
ond because of fees and other considerations already mentioned. 

In some states, building and loan associations are permitted 
to lend as much as 80 per cent of the value of the home on first 
mortgage. One reason for this is the fairly rapid rate of amor¬ 
tization of such loans, already referred to; but so high a ratio 
is uncommon. According to one writer, the average loan per¬ 
mitted by law in twenty-three states where there is legislation 
governing building and loan associations is a little over 62 per 

The President s Conference on Home Enilding and Home Ownershin 
Vol. II, p. 16. ® 

34 See also p. 370. 
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cent of the value of the home; the average percentage of value 
for loans actually made is only a little over 58 per cent.®® 

Broadly speaking, the actual cost of first-mortgage money 
obtained through building and loan associations ranges from 
6 to 7 per cent in the eastern section of the country and from 8 

-CHART 64 - 

PERCENTA6E DISTRIBUTION AND AMOUNT OF MORTBAOEDEBT 
OF OWNED M0RT6A6ED HOMES, BY RATES OF INTEREST, 

IN THE UNITED STATES: 1920 


NUMBCa AMOUHT OF MORTGAGE DEBT 



to 10 per cent in the southern and western sections; the rate is 
seldom less than 6 per cent anywhere. Table 71 shows the an¬ 
nual cost of first-mortgage money when borrowed from building 
and loan associations, including premiums, fees and other con¬ 
siderations, as weE as the nominal rates.®® 

35 Rogers, Tyler Stewart, Trends in Home Financing’’ (Architectural 
Forum, March, 1931, Part 2, pp, 371-3T6)* 

Data collected for the President’s Conference gave the following aver- 


366 


THE EVOLTING HOUSE 


According to a report by the United States Census in 19S0, 
a 6-per-cent rate applied to 58^ per cent of all mortgaged 
homes reporting and to 61 per cent of the total mortgage in¬ 
debtedness. This rate included any borrowing on junior liens 
on which the rate presumably was higher and represented all 
outstanding mortgages many of which may have been running 
for years. The Census figure, however, did not include discounts, 
bonuses, commissions, or other similar charges. The distribu¬ 
tion of total mortgage indebtedness by different rates of inter¬ 
est as well as by numbers of mortgages shown by this Census 
study is indicated in Chart 64. 

In this connection the report stated: 

“ Six per cent was . . . the prevailing rate of interest in most of 
the States of the New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Cen¬ 
tral, West North Central, South Atlantic and East South Central 
divisions, the only exceptions being New Hampshire, where 5 per 
cent was the leading rate, and North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Kansas, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and Alabama, in which 
States 8 per cent was most common. Eight per cent was also the 
prevailing rate of interest in every State of the West South Cen¬ 
tral and Mountain divisions, except Colorado and Montana, while 
7 per cent was the leading rate in each of the three States of the 
Pacific division.” 

A large proportion of first-mortgage loans are made without 
any commission or brokerage fee or discount such as character¬ 
izes second-mortgage borrowing. This is especially true where 
loans are obtained through building and loan associations, life- 
insurance companies, or banking institutions; it does not apply 
to construction loans.®® 


age interest rates for 1242 building and loan associations replying to a ques¬ 
tionnaire; in 1924, 6.98 per cent; in 1928, 6.91 per cent; in 1930, 6.88 per cent. 
The maximum ratio of loan to value of the property was 69.8 per cent. The 
average ratio in 1924 was 64.15 per cent; by the latter part of 1932 it was 
67.36 per cent for current loans. (The President’s Conference on Home Build¬ 
ing and Home Ownership, Vol. II, p. 67.) 

“ Mortgages on Homes in the United States, 1920,” p. 124. 

38 See p. 372 f. 
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TABLE 71 

Cost of Loans Obtained Through Buiudino and Loan Associations 
IN THE United States in 1924® 



Ostensible 

Actual 


interest rate. 

interest 

Section 

model average 

rate 

New England. 

. 6 

6.14 

Middle Atlantic. 

. 6 

6.91 

South Atlantic. 

. 6 

7.30 

East north central. 

. 6 

6.48 

West north central. 

. 8 

8.47 

South central ... 

. 10 

9.32 

Eocky Mountain. 

. 10 

10.23 

Pacific ..... 

. 8 

8.94 

Lowest (New Hampshire) . 

. 5 


(Delaware) . 


6.14 

Highest (13 states). 

. 10 


(Oregon). 


13.30 


(o) Clark, H. F., and Chase, F. A., “ Elements of the Modem Building and 
Loan Associations” (The Macmillan Company, New York, 1927), pp. 509-610. 

(6) Other high actual averages were Montana 13.23, Arizona 11.21, New 
Mexico 11.63, Alabama 11.67. 

In abnormal times it is frequently necessary to pay a sub¬ 
stantial commission or premium for first-mortgage funds. In 
the latter part of 1929, according to one agency, very high 
premiums or bonuses were demanded.®® Such premiums are 
equivalent to discounts from the face of the loan, and are dis¬ 
tinct from brokerage commissions. 

COST OF SECOND-MORTGAGE FUNDS 

Quite different conditions obtain in second-mortgage borrow¬ 
ing ; here the nominal rates are often much higher than those for 
first-mortgage loans. A common practice in the United States, 
however, especially among second-mortgage companies, is to 
make the nominal rate about the same as the rate for first mort¬ 
gages but to impose certain discounts from the face of the loan 

39 “ Standard Trade and Securities Service,” October 16, 1929 (Standard 
Statistics Company, Inc., New York), General Section, pp. 1-2. 
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which make the actual cost of funds much higher than the nomi¬ 
nal rate. For example, if a mortgage for $3000 at an interest 
rate of 6 per cent per year is subject to a discount of 15 per 
cent, this means that the borrower receives only $2550. This 
results in a true interest rate, on the funds actually obtained, 
much above the stated rate. Frequently such mortgages are 
amortized by monthly instalments, and this practice in connec¬ 
tion with the discount tends to increase the true interest rate. 

As a general rule, interest is figured on the amount of the 
unpaid balance. If in the case assumed the mortgage ran for 30 
months the borrower would pay, in addition to interest, the 
sum of $100 monthly on account of the principal, and this pay¬ 
ment would be credited against the face of the loan. Interest for 
the second month would be figured on $2900, for the third 
month on $2800, etc.'^® 

The effect of the discount on the cost of second-mortgage 
funds is well illustrated by the following extract from a Depart¬ 
ment of Commerce publication: 

“ Under the usual regularly amortized loan the real discount 
rate is approximately double the advertised rate. But, expressed 
entirely as an interest charge, the rate paid by the borrower is even 
higher than the total of the combined nominal interest rate and 
the actual discount rate, because ‘discount’ differs from ‘inter¬ 
est ’ in that it is paid at the beginning of the loan term and not 
during the term or at the end of it. Thus, on a typical monthly 
payment three-year second-mortgage loan bearing 7 per cent 
nominal interest and a 15 per cent discount (5 per cent annually, 
so called) the rate paid by the borrower is approximately 18 per 
cent a year.” 

In a large number of cases such discounts are employed to 
safeguard lenders from penalties imposed by usury laws. In 
many states there is a statutory maximum rate of interest; if 

40 In some cases interest is figured on the face of the mortgage throughout. 
This results in practically doubling the cost of funds and is usually considered 
as sharp practice. 

41 GrieSj John M., and Curran, Thomas M., “ Present Home Financing 
Methods” (GPO, Washington, 1928), p. 10. 
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the lender demands or accepts a rate in excess of the statutory 
limit he is liable to punishment. But the purchaser of a second 
mortgage is free to sell it at whatever discount he chooses to 
accept. A common practice in some states is to set up a third 
party as a straw man who takes the mortgage note in the 
first place and endorses it over to the mortgage dealer, who sells 
it at a discount, the net proceeds being turned over to the bor¬ 
rower. The practice varies in different states, largely with the 
character of state legislation on usury. In some states the bor¬ 
rower can deal directly wuth the lending agency, in Tvhich case 
he receives the net proceeds of the loan directly from the lender; 
this is a common procedure in the case of second-mortgage com¬ 
panies. The standard schedule of discounts used by a large 
second-mortgage company (applicable in April, 19^9) was as 
follows: 

No. of years Per cent 

1 8 to 10 

2 12 

8 15 

4 18 

5 20 

The discount is deducted at the time the loan is made. That is, 
on a $8000 loan running for one year the borrow'er would re¬ 
ceive $2760 or $2700; on a five-year loan he would receive only 
$24)00; in either case he would have to repay $3000. The dis¬ 
count is in addition to the stipulated rate of interest, which, as 
just stated, is computed on the amount of the unpaid balance. 
In 1927 the following general situation was reported: 

So far as data can be obtained it seems to be well established 
now among the reputable junior mortgage companies that a com¬ 
mission or discount of ten per cent for one year, fifteen per cent 
for two years, twenty per cent for three years, in addition to the 
interest rate, represents current practice.” 

42 United States Bond and Mortgage Company of New York. ’Uie 1929 
rates are more repr^entative than those prevailing since that year. Since 1930 
second-mortgage money has been almost unohtainatale. 

43 Trott, C. V., “Junior Liens on Income Property.” In Annals of Real 
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In addition to such discounts, the borrower frequently has to 
pay a commission of 2 per cent, 3 per cent, or more on the face 
of the loan for the mortgage broker’s services in placing the 
loan. In the case of a three-year loan, this would add roughly 
from two-thirds of 1 per cent to 1 per cent or more to the nomi¬ 
nal interest rate. A further addition would have to be made to 
cover recording fees and certain other charges, as in the case of 
first-mortgage borrowing. 

As a result of such discounts, commissions, and service 
charges, the real cost of money often is nearly three times the 
stated rate. For example, on a three-year loan at 7 per cent with 
a discount of 15 per cent, the true rate of interest including 
miscellaneous charges is frequently SO per cent or more. 

While, as in the case of first-mortgage loans, second-mort¬ 
gage rates vary in different sections, they depend more upon the 
necessity of the borrower and upon general credit conditions 
than upon geographical considerations. In New York City in 
19S5 it was reported by a legislative committee that 10 per cent 
was a conservative rate for second-mortgage funds and 15 per 
cent not far from the average rate.^* These figures, moreover, 
did not include various brokerage and other fees, which in many 
cases would bring the total annual cost almost to 20 per cent. 

In Chicago, a study of financing costs made by the Institute 
for Research in Land and Public Utility Economics in 1925 
indicated for second mortgages on a small group of homes a 
total cost of 12.9 per cent to 18.1 per cent.*® 

In California the law forbids a corporation to make a charge 
for mortgage financing that will yield more than 12 per cent on 
the capital invested; this has resulted in a usual charge of 12 
per cent. In the case of one large company the interest rate 

Estate Practice, VoL V, “Real Estate Finance” (National Association of 
Real Estate Boards, Chicago, 1927), p. 343. 

State of New York, “ Report of the Commission of Housing and Re¬ 
gional Planning, March 6, 1925,” Legislative Document, 1925, No. 91 (J. B. 
Lyons Co., Albany, 1925), pp. 36“37. 

45 Bodfish, H. M., and Bayless, A. C., “ Costs and Encumbrance Ratios in 
a Highly Developed Real Estate Market” (The Journal of Land and Public 
Utility Economics, May, 1928, p. 136). 
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proper is 7 per cent, but a discount is charged which makes the 
actual rate 19, per cent. 

Instead of deducting a discount from the proceeds of the 
loan, some second-mortgage companies add a bonus to the face 
of the loan. In other instances, notably in the South, it is more 
or less common to require a borrower to sign notes for a bonus 
and for total interest in addition to a note for the face of the 
mortgage. For instance, on a $1000 loan the borrower would be 


required to sign the following notes: 

For the loan. $1,000 

For bonus . 150 

For three years’ interest at 6 per cent 180 

Total. $1,380 


The total amount w'ouid be repayable in thirty-six monthly 
payments. The cost of the money actually available to the bor¬ 
rower would be about 99 per cent per year. 

The special questionnaire study made for this book showed 
that for second mortgages on about 300 homes the average 
nominal interest rate was only a little over 6 per cent, but that 
discounts and other items brought the true rate above 11 per 
cent.^® 

In 1924* it was estimated that the average cost to the bor¬ 
rower on second mortgages for the country as a whole was well 
over 10 per cent per annum ” — a decidedly conservative 

estimate. The Committee on Finance of the President’s Confer¬ 
ence found that “ the total initial charges for obtaining a sec¬ 
ond-mortgage loan for one to three years may range from 15 
to 95 per cent,” and sometimes in addition to annual interest. 

46 Tucker, D. S., Special Report. 

47 American Real Estate Institute of the National Association of Real 
Estate Boards, “ Financing the Home Buyer,” p. 14. 

A survey by the National Association of Real Estate Boards in the latter 
part of 1924, covering about 160 cities, indicated interest costs on second mort¬ 
gages of about 8 to 10 per cent in about 100 cities, 12 to 16 per cent in twenty 
cities and 16 per cent or more in about thirty others; the cost seldom was less 
than 8 per cent. Broadly similar costs were indicated by a survey made by the 
same agency in 192T. 

48 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. II, p. 17. 
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A survey by the Division of Building and Housing of the 
Department of Commerce about 1920 showed that discount 
rates on second mortgages in various cities ranged from 2 to 
50 per cent.*® The higher rate, if the loan ran for only a 
year, would mean that the borrower paid over 100 per cent 
per year for his second-mortgage credit. Such a discount would 
ordinarily be prohibitive, but is sometimes paid for small 
loans.®® 

It may, therefore, be considered as established that the total 
cost of second-mortgage funds, including all incidental charges, 
in the United States is frequently from 10 to 15 per cent and 
that in a great many cases the rates are still higher. A particu¬ 
larly onerous feature is that in many instances second mort¬ 
gages have to be renewed and that the heavy incidental costs are 
repeated. 

Mention has been made of construction loans. Many loans 
made by building and loan associations are of this type, but 
except for a few inspection charges they are equivalent to a 
loan on a home already completed, and the cost is as already 
described. 

In some other cases construction loans are merely temporary 
financing intended to cover the erection of a building. In addi¬ 
tion the owner must arrange for permanent financing, which 
may involve both first- and second-mortgage borrowing. Such 
loans sometimes involve exceptionally heavy expense. 

The following extract from a report of the Massachusetts 
Special Commission on the Necessaries of Life, while omitting 
some incidental charges in each case, compares the financing of 
a construction loan through a building and loan association ®* 
with temporary financing and refinancing through private 
lenders. 

49 " Mortgages on Homes in the United States, 1920,” p. 50. 

so In the latter part of 1929, discounts of 40 per cent on second mortgages 
were commonly demanded, and the supply of funds even at that rate was very 
limited. 

61 In Massachusetts, as already stated, these organizations are called co¬ 
operative banks.” 
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Temporary Construction Loan Re¬ 
placed by Permanent Mortgages 

. $ 8,000 

Commission (2 per cent) to 

broker for construction loan $100 

Interest charge on loan at 1 
per cent per month (four 

months) . *... 820 

Bonus or commission to 

lender from. $50 to 150 

Estimated attorney's fees for 
examination of title and 
drawing agreements.. 75 

Commission (2 per cent) to 
broker for procuring first 
mortgage, $6,0CK>, three 

years at 6 per cent .. 120 

Attorney’s fee for bank loan 50 

Bonus on second mortgage, 

$2,000 for three years at 6 

per cent from. $240 to 360 

Commission (3 per cent) to 
broker procuring second 

mortgage .. 60 

Attorney’s fee for second 

mortgage . 50 

Total . $1,845 

(a) Under a co-operative bank mortgage loan of $8,000, the borrower is 
compelled to reduce the principal of the mortgage at the rate of $40 per month. 

The report stated that “ these examples may be regarded as 
approximately the two extremes in the cost of financing resi¬ 
dential construction.” 

The higher rates charged for second-mortgage than for first- 
mortgage funds are largely explained by the greater risk in¬ 
volved. Some housing students have contended that these risks 
are greatly exaggerated; the prevailing opinion in real estate 
circles, however, is this: 

“ In the mortgage loaning field it is not now contended with any 
degree of seriousness that a junior lien is not subject to many 
more risks and hazards than a senior lien. It is also admitted 
generally that because of such increase of risks and hazards a 

52 Massachusetts Special Commission on the Necessaries of Life. House 
Document, 1929, No. 200, p. 42. 


Co-operative Bank ® 

Total loan (80 per cent) ... 

Cost of application. $5 

Estimated attorney’s fee for ex¬ 
amination of title. $30 to 35 

Interest for four months at 6 

per cent per annum . 160 

Total . $200 
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junior mortgagee is entitled, to require as compensation for mak¬ 
ing such loans, service charges, commissions, discounts, interest 
or o^her charges, commensurate with the risks and hazards 
assumed.” 

The rapid increase in the number of foreclosures in recent 
years gives much support to the conservative viewpoint.®^ More 
specific evidence of the risks involved in second mortgages is 
afforded by a sharp increase in failures of building and loan as¬ 
sociations in Pennsylvania, where, as already stated, the prac¬ 
tice of lending on second mortgage by such organizations has 
been fairly general. Poliowing are the figures for recent years 
as reported by the United States Building and Loan League. 





Number in 


Total number 


Pennsylvania 


building-and-loan 

Total 

attributed to 


failures in the 

number in 

second-mortgage 

Year 

United States 

Pennsylvania 

loans 

1927 

21 

10 

10 

1928 

23 

15 

15 

1929 

159 

151 

58 

1930 

190 

153 

_ 58 


Where second mortgages are taken by private lenders, as for 
instance by former owners of a property as a part of the pur- 

53 Trott, C. V., “Junior Liens on Income Property.” In Annals of Real 
Estate Practice, Vol. V, pp. 342-343. 

54 See p. 395. 

55 In spite of the increase in the number of failures in 1929 and 1930, the 
ratio of estimated losses to total resources of all associations was only 0,0266 
in 1929 and 0.2795 in 1930. In 1920 the ratio was only 0.00002 (United States 
Building and Loan League, “Building and Loan Annals,” 1931, pp. 922-923). 
Over one-half the estimated loss in 1930 was due to a single failure in Cali¬ 
fornia. These figures, however, lose much of their significance in view of the 
fact that during the recent period of stress a great number of building and 
loan associations, taking advantage of their legal privilege, suspended the right 
of withdrawal by depositors. 

56 «1928 Year Book with Proceedings of the Thirty-Sixth Annual Meeting 
of the United States League of Local Building and Loan Associations ” 
(American Building Association News Publishing Company, Cincinnati and 
Chicago, 1928), p- 90. 

ST “ 1929 Year Book,” p. 60. 

58 Not given, but second-mortgage loans were an important factor. 
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chase price, the rates may be considerably lower than those just 
given. Moreover, second-mortgage loans are often taken by 
relatives or friends without discounts or commissions; a consid¬ 
erable amount of money is thus loaned on second mortgage, the 
true interest rate on which is comparatively low. 

Builders frequently take a second mortgage as part of their 
price, disposing of it for cash on the best terms they can get. 
In such cases the nominal rate of interest may be low, say 6 per 
cent; this may also be the true rate. If, however, as often hap¬ 
pens, the seller’s price has been inflated in anticipation of sell¬ 
ing the second mortgage at a heavy discount, the real rate of 
interest will be much higher. For instance, if a seller who would 
be satisfied with a cash payment of $2000 demands a $3000 
second mortgage running, say, three years at 6 per cent, the 
borrower is in effect paying a. S3 ^ per cent discount, equivalent 
to over 11 per cent per year when prorated over a three-year 
period. His real interest cost on a basis of $2000 is approxi¬ 
mately 25 per cent.®® In Pennsylvania, as already noted, it is a 
common practice for building and loan associations to lend on 
second mortgages. In this case the actual cost of funds is de¬ 
cidedly less than the figures just given, but more than the cost 
of first-mortgage money. 

Unusually low second-mortgage costs have at times been se¬ 
cured under the plans of limited-dividend housing companies, 
some of which have taken second mortgages at 6 per cent in¬ 
terest with no commissions, discounts, or fees. The difficulties 
encountered by some of these organizations during the 
recent years of depression do not warrant the hope that per¬ 
manently lower second-mortgage costs can be obtained in this 
way. 

The use of third mortgages by home owners, as previously 
stated, is infrequent. A study of conditions in one section of 
Chicago by the Institute for Research in Land Economics and 
Public Utilities in 1925 revealed but one third mortgage on aU 

59 If the mortgage is amortized, the rate would be still higher, depending on 
the rate of amortization. 
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of the 325 properties examined.®*' Our own questionnaire study, 
covering 918 single-family houses, developed only fifteen third 
mortgages as against 359 second mortgages and 712 first mort¬ 
gages.®’^ The Buffalo study by the President’s Conference, re¬ 
ferred to on p. SIjT, revealed only nine third mortgages among 
789 homes covered by the survey.®® 

Barring very short-time financing, third mortgages are too 
speculative to be satisfactory either to the average owner or 
lender, and necessarily involve high rates. They are extensively 
employed by speculative builders, particularly in connection 
with apartment-house properties, but are the source of frequent 
losses. 

It has long been an accepted rule in conservative real-estate 
circles that, except in the case of financing through building 
and loan associations or other amortized loans, first mortgages 
should not exceed 50 per cent of the value of the home and that 
first and second mortgages combined should not run over 75 
per cent. It is true that in many other cases lenders advance 60 
per cent on first mortgage, but the loan is usually based on the 
lender’s valuation of the property, which is likely to be con¬ 
servative.®® 

EFFECT OF SECOND-MORTGAGE CHARGES ON TOTAL FINANCING 

COST 

Despite the high charges for second-mortgage money, this 
class of mortgages represents on the whole a minor proportion 
of the cost of the home. As already shown, they seldom cover 
more than 25 per cent of the total cost; the average ratio for 
homes carrying such mortgages may be nearer 20 per cent; in 
many cases they are liquidated in the course of a few years. 

Taking the higher ratio and assuming 6^ per cent as the 

«o Bodfish and Bayless, “Costs and Encumbrance Ratios in a Highly De¬ 
veloped Real Estate Market,” p. 126. 

81 Tucker, D. S., Special Report. 

82 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. IV, p. 88. 

88 See the Appendhc, p. 683. 
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cost of first-mortgage money, including all incidental charges, 
and reckoning interest on the owner’s equity at 6 per cent and 
the cost of second-mortgage money at 15 per cent, the total 
yearly financing cost would be approximately 8^/2 per cent, as 
follows: 

JPer cent 


First mortgage 50% of total cost @ 6^% .... 3.25 

Second mortgage 25% of total cost @ 15% .... 3.75 

Owner’s equity 25% of total cost @ 6% . . . . 1.50 

Total. 8.50 


If second-mortgage money is obtained at 12 per cent, the 
average total cost — assuming no change in the other items — 
would be about 7% per cent. If, on the other hand, second- 
mortgage costs are 20 per cent, the total cost would be nearly 
10 per cent.®^ 

Since in the most densely populated sections first-mortgage 
funds are ordinarily obtainable at a total cost of about 6^ 
per cent, a total carrying cost of 8 to 8% per cent, inchiding 
second-mortgage borrowing, is fairly representative for a large 
part of the country in normal times. This is a matter upon 
which broad, accurate, consolidated information is lacking. 

While the second mortgage, as stated, represents a minor 
proportion of home cost, our analysis shows that costs of junior 
financing may be the largest single item in the total cost of 
financing. A highly important consideration is that in cases 
where junior financing must be renewed, these charges are re¬ 
peated, while in times of credit strain it may be difficult to renew 
on any basis. The Committee on Finance of the President’s Con¬ 
ference, in emphasizing the “ obvious burden ” involved in a 
repetition of second-mortgage costs, urged that, if a resort to 
junior financing is unavoidable, the second mortgage should be 
of sufficient duration to enable the borrower “ to pay off this 

64 In those sections of the country where first-mortgage charges run as 
high as 8 per cent of the total cost — assuming second-mortgage charges at 
15 per cent and owner’s equity at 8 per cent — it would be 9i per cent, and a 
20 per cent cost for second-mortgage money in such sections would bring the 
total carrying cost well above 10 per cent. 
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indebtedness before expiration and thereby eliminate the need 
of a renewal.” 

If the discount on a second mortgage, with commissions, fees, 
and other charges, amounts to 20 per cent of the mortgage, 
then on the assumption that that mortgage represents 25 per 
cent of the cost of the home, 5 per cent of the total cost is ab¬ 
sorbed by such initial financing charges. In many cases the per¬ 
centage is higher, while in some types of highly speculative 
building, where discounts are larger and commissions are paid 
for first-mortgage funds as well, the proportion may exceed 10 
per cent or even 20 per cent. 

In the economic rental of 14 per cent described in Chapter 
III, interest was taken at 6 per cent. If the total interest cost 
be 8% per cent, this means an increase of nearly 18 per cent 
in the total economic rental. Expressed in absolute terms, an 
increase of 21^ per cent in total interest cost on a $5000 home 
means an increase of $125 in the annual rent, or of over $10 in 
the monthly rent. The substitution of an 8^ per cent interest 
cost for a 6 per cent rate in the economic rental of 14 per cent, 
given in Chapter III, would mean that almost 50 per cent of the 
rental was for interest. Conversely, a reduction of 20 per cent 
in the interest costs in this case would mean a reduction of 
nearly 10 per cent in total rental. 

Broadly speaking, a reduction of 1 per cent in interest 
charges can effect almost as large a saving in rent as a reduc¬ 
tion of 10 per cent in direct construction costs. For example, if 
the building represents 65 per cent of the cost of a $10,000 
home, a 10 per cent reduction in construction costs means a di¬ 
rect saving of $650; on an assumed rental ratio of 14 per cent 
this would mean a saving of $91 per year.®® A reduction of 1 per 
cent in interest on the total cost (including the owner’s equity) 
would be $100. If computed on borrowed funds only, such a 

65 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. II, p. 10. 

66 The total saving in rent through a 10 per cent reduction in direct con¬ 
struction cost would be somewhat greater than here shown, since there would 
be an attendant reduction in financing and other costs. 
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reduction, where indebtedness was 75 per cent of the value, 
would mean a saving of $75. 

COMPARISON WITH AUTOMOBILE FINANCING 

Compared with the financing of the purchase of automobiles 
on the instalment plan, home financing is at a disadvantage. 
The former is far simpler and the buyer has to deal only wfith 
the seller, but the cost is on the whole higher than that of home 
financing. The usual method of automobile financing is to split 
the unpaid balance into twelve equal parts, the purchaser giv¬ 
ing twelve separate notes maturing in a monthly series. On cars 
costing $1000 and over, the aggregate value of the face of these 
notes is often 10 to 12 per cent more than the amount of the 
unpaid balance.®^ In many cases the true interest rate ranges 
from 10 to 13 per cent, exclusive of an allowance for fire and 
theft insurance. Formerly financing costs in the case of auto¬ 
mobile purchases were much higher than those given here. 


THE FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK SYSTEM 


Owing to the difficulties involved in home financing, many 
efforts have been made in the United States to secure legislation 
which would alleviate the burden of the home-owner. In a few 
cases, direct state assistance has been attempted; discussion of 
this matter is reserved for Chapter XI. The recent years of de¬ 
pression, with the accompanying rapid rise of foreclosures, gave 
a strong impetus to the movement for legislation, and in July, 
1932, the Federal Home Loan Bank Act was passed by Con- 


6T For example, in the case of one company these charges were as follows 
for a medium-priced mw car for a twelve-month repayment period; payment 
made in twelve equal instalments. 

Unpaid balance Total amount of notes Amount of each note 

$300 $339.72 $28.31 

500 558.24 46.52 

800 885.96 73.83 

1,000 1,104.48 92.04 

1,200 1,323.00 110.25 

1,500 1,650.72 137.56 


National Retail Financing Rates ” (Commercial Credit Company, Baltimore, 
1928), pp. 4-5. 



380 the evolving house 

grass. This act, while designed in part to relieve the existing 
strain on building and loan associations and various other lend¬ 
ing agencies engaged in home financing by providing for a sys¬ 
tem for rediscounting mortgages held by them, was also in¬ 
tended permanently to strengthen such institutions and thus to 
give encouragement to home-ownership. 

By advancing funds to the existing agencies it was hoped to 
reduce the necessity for insisting upon foreclosures and at the 
same time create a supply of fresh capital for the building or 
purchase of homes. President Hoover on signing the bill said: 
“ The purpose of the system is both to meet the present emer¬ 
gency and to build up home ownership on more favorable terms 
than exist today.” 

The act provided for not less than eight and not more than 
twelve districts,®® in each of which there was to be a Federal 
Home Loan bank. While in many respects the system is mod¬ 
eled upon the Federal Reserve banking system, the Home Loan 
banks are independent of the Federal Reserve banks. They are 
prohibited from transacting any banking or other business not 
expressly authorized by the act. The districts in which they 
operate are not identical with the Federal Reserve districts. 

Home Loan banks deal only with member organizations, such 
as building and loan associations, savings banks and insurance 
companies. The minimum capital of each bank is fixed at 
$5,000,000, and is to be provided in part by subscriptions of 
member organizations and in part by the Government. On De¬ 
cember 31, 1933, the total capitalization of all Federal Home 
Loan banks was $14!5,4!00,000, of which $1^4,700,000 was sub¬ 
scribed by the United States Treasury. The act contemplates 
that the subscriptions made by the Treasury will eventually be 
repaid out of funds paid in by member institutions as the sys- 

68 Financial Chronicle, July 30, 1932, p. 723. 

69 Twelve districts are provided with Federal Home Loan banks in the 
following cities: Boston (originally Cambridge), Mass.; Newark, N. J.; Pitts¬ 
burgh, Pa.; Winston-Salem, No. Carolina; Cincinnati, 0.; Indianapolis, Ind.; 
Evanston, HI.; Des Moines, Iowa; Little Rock, Ark.; Topeka, Kan.; Portland, 
Oregon; Los Angeles, CaL 
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tem expands, so that the Government will retire from participa¬ 
tion in the operation of the system. On the funds subscribed by 
the Government the Home Loan banks are to pay £ per cent 
dividends and may pay more, but not in excess of the rate paid 
on stock subscribed for by other interests. 

The principal business of Home Loan banks is the lending 
of funds to member organizations on mortgages or certain other 
collateral deposited by them as security. Up to December 31, 
1933, lines of credit of approximately $£11,491,000 had been 
established, with about $88,441,000 in loans actually consum¬ 
mated. Some time elapsed before the system got fairly under 
way. One reason was that in many states new legislation had to 
be enacted in order to enable existing home-financing agencies 
to take advantage of the new system. 

Advances by Home Loan banks are to be made only on first- 
mortgage or similar first liens upon dwellings housing not more 
than three families. Advances are not to be made where the 
mortgage has more than fifteen years to run to maturity, where 
the real estate covered by it has a value of more than $£0,000, 
or where the mortgage has been past due more than six months. 
It will be seen, therefore, that the system is intended chiefly to 
assist the individual home-owner and not the builder of large 
apartment-houses. 

Where the mortgage presented as security for a loan is of the 
amortizing type, originally running eight years or longer, ad¬ 
vances by the Horae Loan banks are limited to 60 per cent of 
the unpaid balance of the mortgage, and are in no case to ex¬ 
ceed 40 per cent of the value of the property securing the mort¬ 
gage. On other mortgages advances are not to exceed 50 per 
cent of the unpaid balance of the mortgage, and in no case are 
they to exceed 30 per cent of the value of the property. 

Home Loan banks may borrow money, and may issue bonds 
and debentures secured by the mortgages or other eligible ob¬ 
ligations of borrowing institutions. All securities so issued are 
exempt from all taxes — federal, state, and local — except 
surtaxes and estate, inheritance, and gift taxes. The earnings 
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of the banks are derived from the difference between the rates 
which are charged borrowers and the rates which they pay on 
funds borrowed or on the securities issued by them. 

The act had the active support of very influential interests, 
including the National Association of Real Estate Boards and 
the United States League of Building and Loan Associations, 
but was strongly opposed by numerous agencies. One objection 
was that it might tend to overstimulate building and thus lead 
to eventual depreciation of real-estate mortgages. In some sec¬ 
tions of the country the act, while not actively opposed, was 
held to be unnecessary in view of the existing facilities for home 
financing. 

The Home Loan Bank bill as originally drawn provided that 
in certain cases loans might be made directly to individual home 
owners. By a new act of Congress passed in 1933 this provision 
of the Home Loan Bank Act was ehminated and a new agency, 
the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, was created. While 
this corporation is under the supervision of the Federal 
Home Loan Board, it is otherwise entirely independent of 
the Home Loan banking system. By the end of 1933 it was in 
active operation. 

The primary function of the Home Owners’ Loan Corpora¬ 
tion is to aid home-owners who are in difliculty over mortgage 
loans. The act creating the corporation provides that it may 
issue bonds, interest on which — but not the principal — is 
guaranteed by the United States Government. Where a mort¬ 
gage is in arrears, the corporation may under stated conditions 
offer to the agency holding the mortgage its own bonds up to 
80 per cent of the appraised value of the property. The original 
mortgage is turned over by the private loan corporation to the 
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, which in turn takes a new 
mortgage from the individual home-owner. These new mort¬ 
gages are to run for 15 years at a low rate of interest with a pro¬ 
vision for amortization, which may, however, be waived by the 
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation. Recent agitation indicates 
a tendency to have the government guarantee principal as well 
as interest. 
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While it is not intended that the Home Owners’ Loan Cor¬ 
poration shall be used to finance properties which are hopelessly 
in arrears or undervalued as compared with the mortgage debt, 
the corporation may aid a home-owner whose home for the time 
being is worth less than the face of the mortgage. 

EXTENT OF HOME OWNERSHIP 

The high costs of financing are frequently cited as a serious 
obstacle to home-ownership. It cannot be denied that these costs 
often impose a serious burden. The proportion of owned homes 
in the United States has remained nearly stationary during the 
last forty years. From 1890 to 1920, in fact, the proportion of 
owned homes declined slightly, but this was due to a decrease 
in the proportion of farm homes owned and it is reasonably 
certain that conditions in agriculture had more to do with this 
than did the question of home-financing costs. For non-farm 
homes, the percentage owned increased from 36.9 per cent in 
1890 to 45.9 per cent in 1930; in the decade 1920—30 the in¬ 
crease in this group was more than sufficient to offset a further 
decrease in the proportion of farm homes owned so that for all 
homes the proportion rose to 47.7 per cent against 45.6 per 
cent in 1920. As compared with 1890, however, there was prac¬ 
tically no change. Chart 65 shows percentages by Census 
periods. 

The increase in the proportion of owned homes from 1920 to 
1930 occurred during a period of high building costs, but for 
a considerable part of this period workers were well employed, at 
relatively high wages or salaries. A specific factor contributing 
to the increase was the great shortage of housing immedi¬ 
ately after the World War, and the difficulty of securing satis¬ 
factory homes for rent even at the unusually high rentals pre¬ 
vailing during most of the post-War period. 

The proportion of ovmed homes, excluding farm homes, is 
highest in the North Central states and the West, and is lowest 
in the South and the Atlantic, IVIiddle Atlantic, and New' Eng¬ 
land states. A low ratio in some Southern states is due largely to 
a high negro tenant population. 
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- CHART 65 - 

PERCENTAGES OF OWNED AND RENTED HOMES 
IN THE UNITED STATES: 1890-1930 


All Homes 


CVisr'l'ec} from Census Daia 


Owned Renicd 



Homes ncf 
on Farms 


Owned Rented 



Homes on 
Farms 


Owned Rented 



The ratios of owned homes in 1920 and 1930, by states, are 
furnished in Table 72. Chart 66 shows graphically those states 
reporting an increase and those reporting a decrease in the pro¬ 
portion of owned homes for the decade 1920-30. Chart 67 com- 
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PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN HOME OWNERSHIP IN THE STATES 
OFTHE UNITED STATES : !920-1930 

Charted from data of the United States Census 
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PERCENTA6E5 OF OWNED HOMES IN SELECTED CITIES OF 
100,000 OR MORE POPULATION, IN THE UNITED STATES: 1950 

Charf-ed from data in the 1930 Report of Bureau of the Census 
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pares the percentages of owned homes by states in 1920 and 
1930, as reported by the Census, 

The percentage of owned homes in selected cities having a 
population of 100,000 or more in 1930 is given in Chart 68. 
While several of the largest cities show a low ratio of owned 
homes, this is not invariably the case; the rate of growth is quite 
as important as the size of the city. The Census in its special 
1920 report on mortgages on homes noted that in rapidly grow¬ 
ing cities the inconvenience and difficulty of renting suitable 
homes has been a great stimulus to home-ownership. However, 
many other considerations are involved. The most striking fact 
brought out by Chart 68 is the relatively high ratio of owned 
homes in many large urban communities. 

The ratio of home-ownership among wage-earners is consid¬ 
erably less than that just given for the country as a whole; no 
comprehensive recent figures are available. An investigation by 
the United States Commissioner of Labor in 1901, covering 25,- 
44)0 wage-earners’ homes, showed the following: 

Number 

Homes owned. 4,825 

Homes rented. 20,615 

25,440 


Per cent 
18.97 
81.03 
100.00 


The percentages by major geographical sections were as 
follows: 

Percentage of Wage-Earning 
Families in 1901 Occupying — 
Owned homes Rented homes 


North Atlantic states. 13.34 86.66 

South Atlantic states. 19.56 80.44 

North central states . 27,56 72.44 

South central states . 20.80 79.20 

Western states . 30.97 69.03 


In Canada the percentage of home-ownership is much higher 
than in the United States. The Census of 1921 showed that 62 

70 USDL, 18th Annual Report of the Commissioner of Labor/^ p. 52. 

71 Ibid. 
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per cent of Canadian homes were owned and 38 per cent rented, 
as follows: 


Per Cent 



Owning 

Renting 

Total 

Rural families .. 

. 78.50 

21.50 

100 

Urban families. 


53.94 

100 

Total families. 

. 61.91 

38.09 

100 


No official statistics on the subject of home-ownership are 
kept in Great Britain. Prior to the World War the proportion 
of owned homes, especially for low-income groups, was small. 
Some British housing authorities believe there has been a rela¬ 
tive increase in home-ownership since the War. One writer has 
stated that “ there is not the slightest doubt that the trend in 
Great Britain since the war has been strongly towards home 
ownership, and the possession of a single-family house.” 

However, the great majority of homes in Great Britain are 
still rented.On an arbitrary basis it may be estimated that of 
9,250,000 dwellings in England and Wales at the end of 1930, 
25 per cent were owned by their occupants and 75 per cent were 
rented.^® 

In France the proportion of owned homes is relatively high, 
one estimate placing it at 80 per cent.^® Data for other Euro¬ 
pean countries are not available, but in many the proportion is 
low. In fifty-three Swedish towns and communes between 1912 
and 1926 the proportion of owned homes rose from 11 to 17 

72 “Sixth Census of Canada, 1921, Vol. Ill — Population” (F. A. Acland, 
Ottawa, 1927), p. 54. 

73 Dalzell, A. G., “Current Trends in House Building” (Journal of the 
Town Planning Institute of Canada, April, 1930), p. 30. 

74 The Inter-Departmental Committee on the Rent Restrictions Acts said; 
“ Considering the problem of the country as a whole, we have no doubt that 
it remains true to say that the great majority of the working classes are not 
in a position (even if they wished) to buy their houses” (Report, July, 1931, 

p. 21). 

75 Sir Harold Bellman in the March, 1933, Economic Journal (p. 36) notes 
that a ratio of 20 per cent for owned homes has found general acceptance, a 
proportion which he states may be “ unduly conservative.” 

76 Tugwell, R. G., Munro, Thomas, and Stryker, R. E., “ American Economic 
Life” (Harcourt, Brace and Company, New York, 1925), p. 377. 
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TABLE 72 

Percek-tages of Owned Homes in the United States^ 1920 and 

1930^ BY States ® 


Per Cent Owned 

States showing an increase 1920 19S0 

Maine . 59.6 61.7 

New Hampshire. ,49.8 55.0 

Vermont . .. 57.5 59,7 

Massachusetts. 34.8 43.5 

Rhode Island. 31.1 41.2 

Connecticut. 37.6 44.5 

New York. 30.7 37.1 

New Jersey. 38.3 48.3 

Pennsylvania . 45.2 54.4 

Ohio. 51.6 54.4 

Indiana .. 54.8 57.2 

Illinois. 43.8 46.5 

Michigan . 58.9 59.0 

Missouri . 49.5 49.9 

Delaware. 44.7 52.0 

Maryland . 49.9 55.2 

District of Columbia. 30.3 38.6 

Virginia. 51.1 52.3 

Louisiana . 33.7 35.0 

Arizona . 42.8 44.8 

Utah . 60.0 60.9 

Washington. 54.7 59.4 

Oregon . 54.8 59.1 

California . 43.7 46.1 


(a) Census data. In computing the percentages the homes reported as of 
unknown proprietorship and encumbrance have been distributed in the same 
proportion as those where this was known. 
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TABLE 72 (continued) 


Percentages op Owned Homes 

1930, BY 

IN THE United States, 1920 and 
States 

Per Cent Owned 

States showing a 

decrease 

mo 

1930 

Wisconsin . 


. 63.6 

63.1 

Minnesota . 


. 60.7 

58.9 

Iowa . 


. 58.1 

54.6 

North Dakota . .. . 


. 65.3 

58.6 

South Dakota . .. . 


. 61.5 

53.1 

Nebraska . 


. 57.4 

54.3 

Kansas. 


. 56.9 

56.0 

West Virginia . .. . 


. 46.8 

45.9 

North Carolina . .. 


. 47.4 

44.5 

South Carolina .. . 


. 32.2 

30.9 

Georgia . 


. 30.9 

30.7 

Florida . 


. 42.5 

42.0 

Kentucky. 


. 51.6 

51.4 

Tennessee . 


. 47.7 

46.2 

Alabama . 


. 35.0 

34.2 

Mississippi . 


. 34.0 

32.5 

Arkansas. 


. 45,1 

40.1 

Oklahoma . 


. 45,5 

41.3 

Texas. 


. 42,8 

41.7 

Montana . 


. 60.5 

54.5 

Idaho . 


. 60.9 

57.0 

Wyoming . 


. 51.9 

48.3 

Colorado . 


. 51.6 

50.7 

New Mexico. 


. 59.4 

57.4 

Nevada . 


. 47.6 

47.1 
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per cent.'^^ The proportion in rural districts and for the country 
as a whole presumably is a good deal higher. 

PROPORTION OP MORTGAGED HOMES 

Despite the fact already noted that a high proportion of 
home purchasers resort to borrowing, a substantial part of the 
homes of the United States are free from mortgage debt. Fig¬ 
ures are available only for owned homes. Of owned homes in 
1920 (representing 45.6 per cent of all homes), 61.7 per cent 
were owned free and 38.3 per cent were encumbered. The owned 
homes which were owned free, therefore, represented 28.S per 
cent of all homes in the country in that year.'^® The proportion 
of rented homes which were free of debt cannot be stated. 

For owned homes not on farms, the ratios in 1920 were: owned 
free 60.3 per cent, encumbered 39.7 per cent. As previously 
pointed out, the fact that a majority of owned homes are free of 
debt, despite the general resort to mortgage borrowing, may be 
explained in part by the liquidation of debt since it was incurred 
many years ago. 

The proportion of encumbered homes among owned homes 
not on farms increased steadily from 1890 to 1920, as fol¬ 
lows : 



Owned free 

Encumbered 

1890 

72.3 

27.7 

1900 

68.3 

31,7 

1910 

66.9 

33.1 

1920 

60.3 

39.7 


There is little doubt that figures for 1930, if available, would 
show a further increase. The ratio of debt to the value of the 
home also has increased. The average value, and average mort¬ 
gage debt, for owned homes not on farms in 1890 and 1920 were 
as follows: 

7T “Social Work and Legislation in Sweden,” p. 228. 

78 USDC, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, “Statistical Ab¬ 
stract of the United States, 1930,” (GPO, Washington, 1930), p. 86. 

79 « Mortgages on Homes in the United States, 1920,” p. 41. 

so Ibid., pp. 47, 53, and 119. 
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Increase 


1890 

1920 Amount 

Per cent 

Average value. 

$3,250 

$4,938 $1,688 

52.0 

Average debt . 

1,293 

2,102 809 

62.5 

Katio of debt to value .... 

39.8% 

42.6% - 

7.3 

Average interest charge . . 

$ 80 

$ 128 $ 48 

60.0 


The ratio of debt was generally in inverse ratio to the value of 
homes, being highest for homes valued at under $2500 and Iotv- 
est for homes valued at $25,000 and over. Following are com¬ 
parisons : 




Per cent 

Under $2,500 


45.5 

$ 2,500 and under 

$ 5,000 

44.7 

5,000 and under 

7,500 

43.8 

7,500 and under 

10,000 

42.4 

10,000 and under 

15,000 

40.4 

15,000 and under 

20,000 

38.0 

20,000 and under 

25,000 

38.5 

25,000 and over 


36.6 

Average, all groups 

42.6 


Chart 69 shows an estimated distribution of both urban and 
rural homes, owned and rented in accordance with the probable 
percentages of each type which have mortgage indebtedness. 

The facts presented on home-ownership in the United States 
are these: 

(1) There has been little change in the proportion of owned 
homes for the country as a whole from 1890—1930, but the pro¬ 
portion of farm homes owned has decHned sharply. 

( 2 ) Owned homes in 1930 represented slightly less than one- 
half the total number. 

(3) Of owned homes not on farms, a substantial majority 
are owned free of mortgage indebtedness, but 

(4) The proportion of mortgaged homes in this group and 
the ratio of debt to the value of the home has increased. 

(5) As a rule, the ratio of mortgage debt is in inverse ratio 
to the value of the home. 





394. 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 


- CHART 69 - 

DISTRIBUTION OF URBAN AND RURAL HOMES,BYTFNURF 
AND M0RT6A6E STATUS, IN THE UNITED STATES: 1930 



X777?i MORTSAeED 
FREE 

PROPER RATIO OP FAMILY INCOME TO COST OF HOME 

Estimates of the price which a purchaser should pay for a 
home range, as a rule, from one and one-half to three times a 
year’s income; the most conservative estimates fall substan¬ 
tially below the ratio of two years’ income. Thus, a family with 
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an income of $1500 per year should not acquire a home costing 
as much as $3000. 

A study by the United States Building and Loan League in 
1930 indicated that for families with incomes of $1200 to 
$1800 yearly, the proper ratio was about l.TS, while for those 
with yearly incomes of $2100 to $4800 it was placed at 1.9. 
This suggests that the proper cost of a home for dilferent in¬ 
come groups would be approximately as follows: 

Yearly income Indicated proper cost of home 

$ 1,200 $ 2,100 

1.800 3,150 

2,100 4.,000 

4.800 9,000 


There is a disposition on the part of purchasers to buy homes 
which are beyond their means, and as a result many home- 
owners have become involved in serious, indeed unbearable, bur¬ 
dens. The danger is clearly indicated by the rapid rise in fore¬ 
closures in times of financial stress. The number of sheriff’s 
writs issued in Philadelphia rose from 1056 in 1921 to 17,985 
in 1931; in the latter year these writs covered 20,813 separate 
parcels of which 19,383, or 93 per cent, were houses.®" In Cuya¬ 
hoga County, Ohio, the number of parcels sold under foreclo¬ 
sure rose from 143 in 1920 to 2355 in 1929.®® These rapid 


81 American Building Association News, February, 193L 

82 Newman, Bernard J., “ Housing in Philadelphia,” 1931, p. 34. 

83 A classification of 10,335 parcels thus sold in the ten-year period 1920-29 
is given below: 



Number 

Per cent of total 

Single-family dwellings 

5,590 

54.1 

Two-family dwellings 

1,841 

17.8 

Apartment-houses 

631 

6.1 

Stores and suites 

577 

5.6 

Store buildings 

53 

0.5 

Lots 

1,300 

12.6 

Acreage 

136 

1.3 

Commercial properties 

207 

2.0 


10,335 

100.0 


Ball, A. I., “The Truth About Foreclosures” (National Real Estate Journal^ 
Dec. 22, 1930, p. 27). 
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increases are largely explained by the change in financial con¬ 
ditions which began in the latter part of 1929, but an increase 
had been evident some years earlier. 

The great increase in the number of foreclosure sales does 
not complete the picture of the hazards of home-ownership, 
since great numbers of mortgages were in 1932 being carried 
by banks although the ratio of loan to value of the property 
was in excess of the legal limit. Indeed, appraisal values in 1932 
frequently were less than the amount of the first mortgage. In 
many cases banks continued to carry mortgages and pay taxes 
rather than exercise the right to foreclose, feeling that it was 
better policy to rely upon the borrower to make good than to 
attempt to sell the property under the conditions prevailing in 
the real-estate market. 

In connection with foreclosures, it may be of interest to point 
out the causes, in the order of importance, as indicated by re¬ 
plies of several hundred first-mortgage lenders. 

A. Personal causes 

1. Borrower was unable to pay because of unemployment. 

2. Financial circumstances of borrower did not warrant 
purchase of a home. 

3. Borrower was unable to pay because of special assess¬ 
ments and increases in taxation. 

4. Borrower had contracted for too many other instalment 
purchases. 

5. Borrower had sustained business or stock-market losses. 

6. Borrower was a speculative builder or a holder who 
failed to find a purchaser. 

7. Domestic troubles of borrower. 

8. Borrower was dishonest. 

B. Contributing causes 

1. General decline in home property values. 

2. Loan was too large a percentage of value. 

3. Intrusion in neighborhood of incompatible elements, or 
other change in the character of the neighborhood. 

4. Home out of keeping with neighborhood. 
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5. Poor construction of building. 

6. Loan was made on property in a subdivision not yet 
developed. 

7. Zoning law was inadequate. 

“ More than 85 per cent of the lenders found that the personal 
causes of default had more to do with the present situation than 
the contributing difficulties.” 

This matter has in recent years received increasing attention 
from conservative lending agencies, some of which have urged 
real-estate operators to refrain from inducing a purchaser to 
attempt to acquire a home if this would involve an undue finan¬ 
cial burden. It is pointed out that, aside from the distress 
caused in individual cases, the loss of homes through foreclosure 
tends to discourage home-ownership. 

As a partial means of avoiding foreclosure, conservative in¬ 
terests advocate that the purchaser acquire sufficient resources 
to permit him to have a substantial equity in his home before 
attempting to purchase. Such interests are in general agree¬ 
ment that this equity should be at least 20 per cent and pref¬ 
erably 25 per cent of the total cost. 

As opposed to this suggestion, some writers on housing hold 
that the purchaser should be able to finance a still larger pro¬ 
portion of the total cost, say 85 or 90 per cent, through bor¬ 
rowed funds. This suggestion has been condemned by many 
real-estate interests. In particular, the proposal that a larger 
proportion of the total cost of a home should be obtainable on 
first mortgage has been assailed on the ground that this is 
merely concealing the second-mortgage risk under the name of 
a first mortgage. 

ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON HOME-OWNERSHIP 

Among advantages of home-ownership, as contrasted with 
renting, are these: 

1. The home-owner at the end of a period of years has an 

84 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol. II, pp. 17-18. 
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investment of substantial value, where the renter has nothing 
“ but a bundle of rent receipts.” 

2. Home-ownership stimulates thrift. 

3. Home-ownership assures a permanent residence, thus 
eliminating any anxiety over fluctuations in rent. 

4i. Home-ownership, partly because of the pride in posses¬ 
sion, increases the social standing of the family in the commu¬ 
nity ; it also improves the credit standing of the family. 

On the other hand, it is frequently argued that renting is 
more advantageous since it involves no danger of shrinkage of 
capital; that the renter is free to move and take advantage of 
better opportunities in business; that it is less expensive; and 
that the excess outlay required for home-ownership, if wisely 
invested, would yield a better financial return than ownership 
in a home. 

A study of approximately 2000 famiKes in Chicago disclosed 
the following as the most frequently cited reasons against home- 
ownership : 

1. Renting is cheaper than owning. 

2. Financing costs of owning too high. 

S. Tax burden on owners too heavy. 

4. Investment in house too fixed. 

5. Renting increases freedom. 

6. Instalment payments on house are dangerous. 

7. Owned house a poor investment. 

8. Costs incidental to purchase of house too high. 

9. Land value too high. 

10. Renting increases bargaining power (i.e., in regard to 
better position). 

Whether or not renting is preferable to owning, large num¬ 
bers of families are virtually precluded from owning a home. 
A vice president of the United States Building and Loan 
League stated in 1980 that of approximately 18,000,000 fami- 

85 Woodbury, Coleman, “Apartment House Increases and Home Owner¬ 
ship” (Journal of Land and Public Utility Economics, August, 1931, pp. 
322-323). 
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lies living in rented quarters probably 8,000,000 were pre¬ 
vented from becoming home-owners because of the character 
of their employment.*® 

Many other families in low-income groups are prevented 
from owning homes at any time by shortage of funds. Even if 
the financial difficulty could be overcome, many of these families 
would still be too irresponsible to own and maintain a home. 

Some prominent housing authorities believe that many fami¬ 
lies in low-income groups should not attempt home-ownership. 

Lawrence Veiller, secretary of the National Housing Asso¬ 
ciation, in 1916 held that for the $15-a-week man home-owning 
was not a possibility. Again, in 1930, in commenting on certain 
ratios of income to home cost worked out by the United States 
Bureau of Labor Statistics he said, “ What the Department 
does not say — and what it might have said — is that these 
figures indicate clearly that there are some families who should 
not attempt to become home owners.” 

A similar view was expressed in replies to a questionnaire 
sent out by the United States Building and Loan League in 
1930, three of which held that home-ownership was “ impos¬ 
sible ” at that time for a family with an income of only $100 
a month, while two others stated that a family with such an 
income “ should not try ” to purchase a home. 

A leading American architect and housing authority has 
said: 

“ Ownership is unquestionably desirable in certain cases, but it 
does not appear to have sufficient cost advantages to offset the 
difficulties and restrictions which cannot be ignored. Community 
building along modern efficient lines is more likely to go forward 
if a satisfactory rental basis can be provided.” 

Most sociologists and others who have discussed the subject 
strongly urge home-ownership to develop citizenship. As a tax- 

86 Myers, R. Holtby, ‘‘Stimulating Home Ownership ’’ (Building and Loan 
Annals, 1980, p* 73) • 

87 Housing, March, 1980, p. 7. 

88 Wright, Henry, “The Costs of Housing” (Architectural Forum, March, 
1982, Part 2, p. 303.). 
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payer, the home-owner naturally is much more interested and 
influential in public affairs; in some particulars his social status 
is better. He feels more responsibility for sound economic and 
educational public policies; his home is an asset which may be 
passed down to his children. But for large numbers the owner¬ 
ship of a home is not practicable and for many others it is un¬ 
desirable. Financing for the home by its hypothecation, how¬ 
ever, should by no means be limited to the owner who occupies. 
It should be equally available to the owner who rents. Land¬ 
lordism is one of the largest of businesses in every modern state. 
Low-cost and ejSScient financing strengthens its economic status 
and thereby helps both owner and tenant. 

A very significant fact disclosed by this chapter is the large 
part of the home cost that is financed on its credit. Excessive 
dependence upon credit is always fraught with danger, whether 
in the grocery business, security speculation, or real-estate in¬ 
vestment. The individual who attempts to operate with 85 
per cent of borrowed capital in any undertaking invites dis¬ 
aster from the start. The purchase of a home, where there is a 
mortgage, is comparable to a margin transaction in securities; 
unless the purchaser’s equity is sufficiently large to provide 
against all reasonable contingencies, there is always danger of 
foreclosure. Those who would make it possible for the purchaser 
still further to increase the proportion of borrowed funds may 
really be doing him an injury. A particular danger arises from 
the fact that in a period of rapidly declining real-estate values 
it is often almost impossible to find a purchaser at any price, 
or at least at a price anywhere near the value under normal 
conditions. Desirable as home-ownership may be in principle, it 
is not advisable for families who cannot afford a substantial 
part of the cost at the outset. The ratio of 20 to 25 per cent 
favored by various real-estate interests, as previously noted, 
would appear to be a minimum from the standpoint of safety. 
One of the most tragic consequences of the recent economic de¬ 
pression has been the loss of homes by tens of thousands of 
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families after years of effort to reduce the amount of the mort¬ 
gage debt. While in view of the abnormal shrinkage in values 
in recent years much of this distress probably could not have 
been averted, great numbers of families could have saved their 
homes had their initial equity been larger. 

Burdensome as second-mortgage costs have been shown to be, 
under present conditions in the building industry they are in 
large measure justified by the risk involved. Under new meth¬ 
ods of construction and financing, it should be possible to 
effect a degree of standardization which would permit a sig¬ 
nificant reduction in financing costs. But as long as houses con¬ 
tinue to be built by a multitude of small, inefficient operators, in 
the present haphazard fashion, no real approach to stand¬ 
ardization is possible. 

In a large proportion of cases second mortgages are paid 
off in a comparatively short time. This is true also of first 
mortgages taken out through a building and loan association. 
But in a great number of cases the first mortgage is allowed to 
run indefinitely until because of individual reverses, illness, or 
change in business conditions it becomes a serious burden. The 
growing tendency among lending institutions other than build¬ 
ing and loan associations to insist upon amortization of the 
principal is strongly to be commended, as much in the interest 
of the home-owner as from the standpoint of the lender. 

To sum up this discussion of a highly complex and very im¬ 
portant subject, let us recall that the agencies available for 
financing the home are bewildering in their number and variety 
and charges; that the legal restrictions imposed on the various 
types of credit instruments are complex and hard to under¬ 
stand ; that the rates charged, while not too high from the point 
of view of the lender and the security and the difiiculties of the 
individual transaction, are certainly too high from the point of 
view of the borrower and need a reduction which will not impair 
the creditor’s position; that somebody has to pay the financing 
charges on property whether the occupant owns or leases it, and 



402 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 


that therefore the question is of importance to owner and tenant 
alike.®® 

Solution of the home-financing problem lies in coordination 
of the agencies for lending and of the instruments by which 
they spread the credit risk, so that the individual transaction 
may become of less importance in the determination of the rate 
of interest; better liquidity and salability of credit; and reduc¬ 
tion of the charges for inspection. - 

Although in a given state the general character of the mort¬ 
gage obligation and the laws governing property titles are 
similar if not identical for all agencies, the individual has a be¬ 
wildering array of financing agencies to choose between if he 
wants to borrow on his home. Except in the case of the building 
and loan associations, there is little coordination between the 
lending and building agencies, except through the individual 
owner. He is the coordinator, even though he knows little of 
building and of mortgaging, and has slight chance to learn ex¬ 
cept through the hard teacher, experience. 

Beyond these primary agencies there are consolidated mort¬ 
gaging agencies, including some of the insurance companies, 
which have made a substantial beginning in averaging and de¬ 
veloping home credit through consolidation or refunding. An 
increasing percentage of the individual mortgages effected by 
primary agencies are thus combined into a form of credit more 
widely available to the general investor. This benefits the home- 
owner by making his house a more liquid asset whenever he may 
want to sell or borrow. The recently established Federal Home 
Bank system will undoubtedly prove a great boon in this par¬ 
ticular ; furthermore, it will help to standardize the mortgage 
instrument and simplify home-financing practice throughout 
the land. It will improve the credit of the home-owner and help 
to guarantee to him the means by which such credit may be 
utilized. 

89 The tenant, of course, pays the financing cost on his rent. If it is too high, 
it hurts him directly. By the amount it is too high he is deprived of the kind 
of housing he ought to be able to command. 



FINANCING OF THE HOME 403 

Cooperative financing is not only managed on a relatively 
large scale through the building and loan associations, but is a 
factor in such significant developments as the garment-workers’ 
cooperative apartments in New York City. It appears also in 
foreign countries, as in the public utility societies of Great 
Britain and in many of the extensive post-War developments in 
Germany whose financing has been aided by government loans. 
There is much to be said in favor of home financing of this char¬ 
acter, and its development in this country should continue. 

But after this coordination is acliieved there is still a need of 
a broader basis for lending. Most housing credits are too small, 
too individualistic, and too specialized to justify either mini¬ 
mum rates or expectation of a ready sale. But certainly if better 
credit facilities are to be accorded housing, a broader market 
must be provided both for sale and hypothecation. 

As previously stated, home-ownership is desirable from a po¬ 
litical and a social viewpoint. Doubt is expressed regarding 
direct cost advantage in ownership compared mth tenantry. If 
the individual home were made more salable, the economic posi¬ 
tion of the occupying owner would be much improved. Exten¬ 
sion of the Torrens title system and other aids to easy and safe 
land-title transfers, both private and public, would help, as 
would better standardization of house structure. The produc¬ 
tion of “ certified houses ” by builders and manufacturers would 
stimulate such standardization and foster better financing 
means at lower rates. 

Consolidated home-mortgage bonds well secured and widely 
available for investment are a most important factor in better¬ 
ing the liquidity of the individual home^ as weE as the home it¬ 
self. To regulate, standardize, and control the home-credit and 
investment mechanism of a nation is clearly a proper and de¬ 
sirable function of the state. It is not only a factor of the 
highest importance in the financing of the house, but one of the 
best kinds of governmental regulation and of government aid. 

If the market for home credit could he substantially broad¬ 
ened, investment therein might become one of the best kinds of 
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unemployment insurance. If from a man’s savings lie could ac¬ 
quire credit equity in the home he occupies, he might bridge the 
periods of slack work and deficient income by borrowing on it. 
In the periods of steady work and steady income that inevitably 
follow, his home credit could be reestablished. In this way home- 
ownership might help to carry the burden of unemployment. 

The extremely small units into which the primary home 
credits are divided, the widely scattered location of the physical 
properties pledged, and their infinite variety of form and con¬ 
dition make these rates what they are; indeed it is surprising 
that they are not higher. There are three ways in which the 
cost may be substantially reduced. First, standardization of 
mortgage and title laws and practices throughout the United 
States would materially simplify and unify our home-credit 
machinery; it would reduce the labor and cost, clarify the 
means, and broaden the field for refunding. Second, under the 
lead of the Home Loan Bank system the averaging of risks be¬ 
tween individuals and territorial sections would further broaden 
the availability of home credit as an object for general public 
investment; by thus increasing its liquidity, individually lower 
mortgage rates would be justified and would result. Third, the 
development of simplified practice in the building industry, so 
well started by Herbert Hoover, and other improvements in 
standardization should make simpler, sounder, and less costly 
the appraisal of individual home value; it would reduce the 
relative cost of the house, and hence the amount of financing. 
Distinct progress is being made in all three directions. Another 
decade should see housing credit much further developed for 
the benefit of both owner and investor. 

National consolidated home-loan bonds would make an in¬ 
vestment form of the soundest character, whether with or with¬ 
out partial tax exemption. It may be assumed that they would 
find a market at rates comparable with other sound securities 
of national scope. Furthermore, the average rate on credit 
extended to the individual would approximate perhaps 1 per 
cent more than that applying to the corresponding consoh- 
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dated securities. On this assumption, rates to the individual 
might well be a full one-sixth lower than today. We have al¬ 
ready indicated how increased standardization and improved 
materials and methods of construction might reduce the cost of 
the house by a maximum of one-third. If only half that reduc¬ 
tion were effected, the reduction in cost of financing would 
approach one-third; one-sixth less value to finance and one- 
sixth lower rate on his mortgage. If his house cost one-third 
less, his financing would be lower by four-ninths. 

Thus by coordination of the agencies, standardization of 
mortgage laws, spreading of credit risk through consolidated 
home-loan bonds, the house as a basis for credit may be much 
improved, financing made easier and lower, the house more 
easily bought and sold. Home-ownership may thereby be ex¬ 
tended. 

But none of these results can be fully achieved without a more 
simplified basis of value on which to determine risk and rate. 
Such a basis does not involve standardizing the house itself but 
the elements of which it is composed — its structure, finish, and 
accessories. The character of these features should be certified, 
moreover, by producers of well-established reputation. 



CHAPTER XI 


Government Intervention in Housing 


S TRICTLY speaking, direct government intervention 
in the providing of permanent shelter for groups of 
citizens is a development of recent times. One might 
find some precedent for it in the British Corn and 
Poor Laws of recent centuries, the bread and circus 
institutions of Rome, and the forms of dole granted by declin¬ 
ing Athens. 

Elsewhere we have considered governmental restrictions on 
building incident to the growth of community or city life; these 
safeguard the welfare of the people and assist their sound eco¬ 
nomic growth. Such intervention should not be confused with 
state provision of housing itself. The provision of housing means 
financial aid, whether directly by subsidy or indirectly by rent 
restriction or tax exemption. To provide shelter in any form 
for one section of the community, government taxes others; 
the effect being to undermine its revenue resources — or just 
the opposite of intervention in matters of construction and 
planning. Where direct financial aid or concessions have been 
given in the past they have often foreshadowed the decline of 
civilizations, as was the case, for instance, with the doles pro¬ 
vided by Athens and Imperial Rome. 

These principles apply to every state. No statecraft nor 
other means can change or annul them. They are vital to every 
economic order. Today government housing schemes are a 
commonplace in Great Britain, Austria, and other countries. 
Whether or not socially justified by poverty or a condition of 
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dependence, or by a temporary local emergency, some lowering 
of the economic status has always resulted. 

What is the psychological result when government thus do¬ 
nates housing? Is it not similar to the effect upon the tenant of 
a southern cotton mill who is ostensibly given his housing free 
or at a rental below its cost? If he is thus deluded as to the 
second largest expense item of his budget, can he be expected 
to have the right attitude toward government and the social 
structure of which he is a unit ? As a social pohcy in a capital¬ 
istic state, removal of the item of rent from the family budget 
seems quite unjustified. 

In every country and every civilization, there are the very 
young and the very old, the sick, the crippled, and others who 
are economic dependents of the state; naturally they must be 
provided with shelter and other essentials at public expense — 
a load which the economic structure of every community must 
carry, and which must be provided for in the public economy 
and offset by constructive social and economic measures. 

By the same token, there will always be temporary economic 
unbalance and distress in one section or another. In the war- 
devastated area of Europe sixteen years ago there were millions 
without homes; the need of governmental aid in building at 
least temporary shelter was obvious. Indeed, such was the dev¬ 
astation, such the deficiency of houses and the destruction of 
other wealth, that the most extensive assistance was required to 
rehabihtate social and economic life. It was given and for the 
most part well given. 

Except for sporadic efforts, government aid during the past 
century appears to have developed first in Great Britain, about 
1850; it was at the outset concerned with the improvement of 
lodging-houses, and was for a long time mainly confined to pre¬ 
venting the building of the poorest types of dwelhngs. Assist¬ 
ance for the working classes in general, as distinct from the 
“ submerged tenth ” of the population, was not seriously un¬ 
dertaken until near the close of the nineteenth century; the 
mere fact that up to 1914 only 2 to 5 per cent of all dwellings 
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were constructed with public assistance indicates that the ef¬ 
forts of the authorities were chiefly confined to improving spe¬ 
cial or isolated conditions. 

In Germany, where before the World War government aid 
and intervention was practiced on a much larger scale than in 
any other country, it was chiefly appHed to the housing of gov¬ 
ernment employees and did not touch the problem of housing 
for low-paid industrial workers in general. Government aid in 
France was more or less sporadic, a special feature being pro¬ 
vision for large families. Numerous acts were passed providing 
for the loaning of funds or for other forms of assistance. But 
although large credits were available, the sums actually utihzed 
during the decade prior to 1914 ranged only from 2,000,000 
to 4,000,000 francs ^ per year. Clearly this represents a trifling 
contribution to the housing requirements of a population of 
more than 40,000,000- In Belgium 63,000 working-class 
houses, it is estimated, had been built or purchased prior to the 
World War with the assistance of loans from the General Sav¬ 
ings and Pension Fund, under the Act of 1889. For a country 
of 8,000,000 population this was an appreciable number, 
yet it was only about 5 per cent of the total housing of the 
nation. 

The following summary gives some of the more important 
cases of national legislation in European countries for govern¬ 
ment assistance to housing up to the outbreak of the World 
War. 


NATIONAL LEGISLATION 

Apparently the earliest instance of national® housing-aid 
legislation in Great Britain was the Shaftesbury Act of 1851 
(Labouring Classes Lodging-Houses Act). This gave certain 
Local Authorities ® the right to erect lodging-houses at the 

1 Roughly $400,000 to $800,000. 

2 The Liverpool Building Act of 1842 is sometimes cited as an instance of 
government aid but was, rather, a sanitary measure. 

3 Since there will be frequent occasion to refer to Local Authorities in this 
chapter, it should be understood that these are the local governing bodies — 
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public expense. During the next fifty years this act was fol¬ 
lowed by various other measures considerably extending the 
scope of public aid; chief among them were the following: 

Act of 1866. Authorized Public Works Loans Commissioners 
to lend funds for housing of laboring classes. 

Act of 1868. Provided for alteration or destruction of un¬ 
suitable dwellings. 

Act of 1874. Authorized public authorities ^ to grant or 
lease land for erection of workmen’s dwellings. 

Act of 1875. Provided that public authorities might them¬ 
selves erect houses. 

Act of 1879. Provided for lending of public funds to com¬ 
panies and associations. 

Act of 1890. Consohdated and greatly enlarged scope of 
previous legislation; sought to encourage Local Authorities, 
pubhc utility associations, and private agencies to provide 
houses. 

Act of 1899. Provided for small loans to individual workmen 
desiring to acquire their own homes. 

Act of 1900. Considerably extended powers of Local Au¬ 
thorities. 

Act of 1909. Laid down a general housing pohcy; made it 
obligatory upon Local Authorities to take action under certain 
conditions. 

In France, the government made an appropriation of 10,- 
000,000 francs as early as 1852; part of this was to aid the 
construction of workingmen’s dwellings. From 1894 to 1913 
various acts were passed providing for the lending of public 
funds and for tax exemptions, as well as for minor subsidies for 
the housing of large families.® 

The Belgian Act of 1889 is sometimes styled the pioneer 


i.e., municipal governments, of which there are nearly 2000 in England and 
Wales. They correspond to Boards of Selectmen or City Councils in the United 
States, but frequently have wider and more specific powers and duties. 

4 i.e,, the Local Authority (see p. 408, note 3). 

6 Families with more than three children under sixteen years of age. 



410 THE EVOLVING HOUSE 

housing law; it was a comprehensive statute. Its essential fea¬ 
ture was the lending of public funds at low rates of interest. 

A housing fund was established by the State of Prussia in 
1895. This marked the beginning of an aggressive policy of 
housing aid in Germany, chiefly for public employees. 

From 1900 to 1910 various other European countries en¬ 
acted housing-aid legislation, notably Holland in 1901, Italy in 
1903, Sweden and Norway about 1904, Hungary in 1907, and 
Austria in 1908. In the same decade similar legislation was en¬ 
acted by New Zealand and by some of the Australian states. 

In addition to assistance rendered by national governments 
in Europe, there were many instances of local public aid by 
municipalities, notably in Great Britain, Germany, and the 
Scandinavian countries. The available records do not permit 
a summary of these local activities. 

PEE-WAB METHODS 

Prior to the World War, the principal method of extending 
public aid to housing was the lending of public or semi-public 
moneys (such as insurance and pension funds), sometimes at 
less than the market rate of interest, for real-estate loans. Such 
loans were made on a large scale to public welfare building as¬ 
sociations and local governing bodies, and in some countries to 
employers; in several countries they were extended to indi¬ 
vidual home-owners. The greatest assistance was that made 
through building associations, the dividends of which fre¬ 
quently were hmited to 4 or 5 per cent; in some cases the sur¬ 
plus of such associations in case of liquidation was to be applied 
to some public purpose. Tax exemption was commonly em¬ 
ployed in continental European countries. Direct construction, 
either by the state or by municipalities, was undertaken in rela¬ 
tively few instances. 

Except for certain rent subsidies for poor cottagers in Ire¬ 
land and certain small grants in the case of large families in 
France, almost no direct subsidies were made before the War. 
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RESULTS OP PRE-WAR LEGISLATION 

Some idea of the results of this pre-War legislation, as indi¬ 
cated by the number of houses provided through government 
aid, is afforded by Table 73. Broadly speaking, prior to the 
World War the housing problem in Europe was one of quality 
rather than of quantity; public authorities were concerned with 
improving the standards of certain classes of housing rather 
than with providing a large number of new houses.® There was 
comparatively Httle complaint of a shortage of houses. At the 
outbreak of the War, however, there was increasing evidence 
that the supply of homes in some countries was inadequate. 
Undoubtedly large numbers of dwellings were of distinctly low 
standard — although writers who stress the unsatisfactory 
quality of pre-War housing have not always distinguished be¬ 
tween slum areas and wage-earners’ homes in general. With 
respect to dwellings of wage-earners in Great Britain, the fol¬ 
lowing statement from a source strongly in sympathy with 
the policy of government aid indicates that some of these criti¬ 
cisms may have been overdrawn. 

“ As far as the houses built by private enterprise in the 40 years 
between 1875 and 1914 are concerned, the writer has no hesitancy 
in placing on record his conviction that the advocates of private 
enterprise can claim with justice that the houses built by their 
agency in the period under consideration constituted remarkably 
good value for the money.” 

The War inevitably gave a great impetus to the policy of 
public aid to housing. The normal increase in housing was tem- 

6 It is interesting to note that because of the large number of dwellings 
erected in Europe since the War, the housing problem has again become one 
of quality rather than one of quantity. “The salient feature of the housing 
problem some 10 years ago was its quantitative aspect. At the present time, 
however, although the quantitative aspect of the problem is still by no means 
negligible, it is nevertheless the qualitative aspect that mainly demands analy¬ 
sis.” (M^quet, G., “Housing Problems and the Depression” [International 
Labour Review, February, 1933], p. 161). 

7 Aldridge, Henry R., “ The National Housing Manual” (National Housing 
and Town Planning Council, London, 1923), p. 119. 
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TABLE 73 

GovEENMEurT Aid to Housing in Certain Countries — Pre-War 

Approximate 


Country and 
date of first 


Amount of 

Number of 
dwellings 

Per cent of 
population 
housed or 

legislation 

Form of aid 

funds advanced 

built 

aided 

Great Britain 
1851 

Loans; construction 

$50,000,000 

100,000 

2.0 

Ireland 

Before 1906 
1906 

France 

1852 6 

Rent subsidies 

Loans 

Loans; subsidies 

$1,930,000 

20,000 

50,000 

very few 

— d 

negligible 

1894 

Loans; tax exemp¬ 
tions; subsidies in a 
few cases 

$15,000,000 

49,000 e 

0.6 

Belgium 
1862-71 6 
1889 

Minor tax exemptions 
Loans 

$22,000,000 

62,125 

4.0 

Netherlands 
1851 6 

1901 

Minor aid 

Loans 

Subsidies in special 
cases 

$14,760,000 

16,000 

1.0 

Germany 

1895 

Construction; loans 
(chiefly for govern¬ 
ment employees) 

$225,000,000 

200,000 

2.6 

Austria 

1892 

Tax exemptions; 
loans 

$20,000,000 

25,000 

negligible 

Hungary 

1870 6 

1901 

Tax exemptions 

Subsidies in, some cases - 

25,000 


Italy 

1862-66 ^ Some aid by a few cities - - — 

1903-08 Loans; tax exemptions 
and interest subsidies 
(to cover part of interest 

on loans) - 40,000 less than 1.0 

(а) In the absence of complete authoritative data these figures are in large 
part necessarily estimated. 

(б) Indicates that legislation was limited in scope and in time; does not 
indicate beginning of a continuous policy. 

(c) Includes 29,000 houses aided by tax exemption. 

(d) These rent subsidies were partly concerned with land holdings, not 
merely with housing. 
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Country and 
date of first 
legislation 

Switzerland 

1896 


Roumania 

1910 
Spain 

1911 

Sweden 

1904 

Norway 

1894-1903 

Denmark 

1887 

1898 

Australia 

1876-1913 

New Zealand 
1896-1913 
Cuba 
1910 
Chile 
1906-07 


Amount of 

Form of aid funds advanced 

Number of 
dwellings 
built 

Per cent of 
^population 
housed or 
aided 

No federal legislation; 
tax exemptions by 
Canton of Geneva 


negligible 

negligible 

Tax exemptions 


negligible 

negligible 

Tax exemptions and 
miscellaneous aid 


negligible 

negligible 

Loans 

$12,500,000 


— 

Small subsidies; loans 
(chiefly to farmers) 


9,500 

2,0 

Loans for slum clearance - 

Loans; tax exemptions 

and subsidies $1,550,000 


0.5 

Loans and minor tax 
exemptions 

$8,000,000 » 


— 

Loans 

$12,500,000/ 


— 

Construction 

$1,300,000 

l^OOO^' 

negligible 

Loans; tax exemptions 
and miscellaneous 


negligible 

negligible 


(e) For four states up to 1912. 
(/) Up to 1913. 

(g) Up to 1914. 


porarily halted, and in some countries virtually stopped, be¬ 
cause the resources of labor and of funds were required for the 
prosecution of hostilities. As a result, the close of the struggle 
found a shortage of accommodations fairly general. At the 
same time the demand for homes was augmented by a marked 
increase in the number of marriages — a usual consequence of 
a great war — and by abnormal shifts in population result¬ 
ing from concentration of workers in shipbuilding or muni¬ 
tion-making centers, influx of war refugees, return of emi- 
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grants, and other causes. In France and some other countries 
the restoration of devastated areas presented a particularly 
urgent problem, which is nevertheless regarded as distinct from 
the question of government aid as a broad policy.® Necessity 
for suddenly providing for large numbers of war refugees cre¬ 
ated a special problem in Greece. 

In general the extremely high cost of labor and building 
materials and, even more important, the shortage of capital 
created an acute crisis in housing which was regarded as beyond 
the ability of private credit and private enterprise to meet. 
Moreover, notably in Great Britain, there was a widespread 
sentiment that soldiers returning from the trenches should be 
provided with a better quality of housing than they had for¬ 
merly known. “ Homes fit for heroes to live in ” became a na¬ 
tional slogan. As we have seen, prior to the War public em¬ 
ployees were sometimes assisted, as in Germany and other 
European countries and occasionally slum dwellers in Great 
Britain, but the quality of housing was the point of attack, 
while the quantity and cost presented no serious problem. 
Grossly deficient quality in the home was seen as a defect in 
the social structure, and the government took measures to cor¬ 
rect it. The impetus given government building by the War is 
clearly shown in Chart 70, which gives the percentage of all 
dwellings built by the government for several European nations 
before the War and in 1932, when the forces engendered by 
the conflict had had time to take their full effect. 

RESTRICTIVE RENT LEGISLATION 

In all countries directly affected by the War the normal proc¬ 
ess of housing provision was greatly upset. Throughout large 
invaded areas not only houses were destroyed but other build- 

s The rebuilding of devastated areas can hardly be styled government aid. 
It was a government obligation and treated as such. So, too, it was a govern¬ 
ment obligation to revamp the normal functioning of economic life by graded 
adjustments from the abnormal conditions resulting from drastic war measures. 
Building had to be started to replace basic shortages and to eliminate the need 
of rent restrictions. 
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ings and public services as well. As the War progressed, the in¬ 
creasing shortage of homes made rent-restricting measures 
necessary to equalize rentals and prevent profiteering. These 
restrictions have to a considerable degree persisted until the 

- CHART 70 - 

PERCENTAGE OFTOTAL NUMBEROF DWELLINGS RECIPIENTS OF 
GOVERNMENT AID IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES : 1914 AND 1932 



GBEAT BRITAIN GERMANY NETHERLANDS BELGIUM DENMARK FRANCE 


present, and may continue for some years more. The War de¬ 
stroyed the shelter of millions, prevented the normal increase 
over five entire years for other millions, and hindered the natu¬ 
ral working of landlordism. 
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Thus in practically every European country during and 
after the War government aid was brought into house-building 
as a consequence of the artificial control of rents by legislation. 
This legislation may advantageously be reviewed at this point. 

Unlike government aid to housing, restrictive rent legislation 
was distinctly a product of the War. The International Labour 
Office noted that it “originated in the moratorium policy 
adopted by most countries on the outbreak of the War,” ® and 
that previously the legal relation between landlord and tenant 
had attracted comparatively little attention. 

Restrictive rent legislation had three principal phases: 

(1) Prohibitions of increase in rents above the pre-War 
level (or other stated limit); sometimes limited to houses of 
certain rental values, to houses occupied or leased before or after 
a certain date, and by other limitations on rentals. 

(2) Extension of leases, or limitation of landlord’s right of 
eviction.^® 

(8) Limitation of interest rates on mortgages, in some coun¬ 
tries. 

In addition to such legislation, certain countries, notably 
Russia, Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, and to a less extent 
Hungary and Italy, resorted to the requisitioning and allocat¬ 
ing of housing space. In Russia this was carried to the extreme 
of compulsory occupation as well as the compulsory surrender 
of housing. 

Restrictive rent legislation was regarded in many countries 
as an inevitable consequence of War conditions. With building 
sharply curtailed because of the diversion of capital, material, 
and labor to the prosecution of the War, there was grave fear 
that profiteering in rents would be practiced on an extensive 
scale. Aside from the disturbance to social and economic condi¬ 
tions at home, the effect on the minds of the men at the front 
had to be considered. Thus in France “ the principle adopted 

9 ILO, “ European Housing Problems since the War,” p. 17. 

10 Technically these limitations were upon the landlord’s right to give notice 
to quit. 
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from the outset was that persons who were risking their lives or 
their property in the defense of the country should at once be 
freed from all anxiety about their own homes.” 

When the first restrictive rent act in Great Britain was 
passed in December, 1915, it was approved, according to one 
writer, . . reluctantly, and with full knowledge that it was 
unwise to interfere with economic laws, but with an equally full 
knowledge that action had to be taken. . . An important 
feature of the British act was the accompanying limitation of 
rates of interest on mortgages: 

“ The measure was passed just as much in the interest of the 
small property owner as in the interest of the tenant. . . . This 
is an aspect of the question which is only too often lost sight of 
and explains quite clearly the reason why the representatives of 
the property owners were in favor of the provisions of the new 
Act.”^® 

In Germany, steps to control rents were taken immediately 
on the outbreak of the War. On August 7, 1914, an order was 
issued empowering the courts to allow a period of grace in meet¬ 
ing arrears in rent, and in December of that year rent concilia¬ 
tion offices were estabhshed. It was nearly two years later be¬ 
fore rent control in comprehensive form was undertaken. 

As the War progressed, other European countries initiated 
such legislation, as follows: 


Finland 


1915 

Bussia (Empire) 

August 

1915 

Norway 

December 

1915 

Sweden 

May 

1916 

Denmark 

June 

1916 

Hungary 

November 

1916 

Italy 

December 

1916 

Austria 

January 

1917 

Netherlands 

March 

1917 


ILO, European Housing Problems since the War,” p* 115* 

12 Veiller, Lawrence, ^‘How England Is Meeting the Housing Shortage” 
(Spottiswoode, Ballantyne and Co., Ltd., London, 1920), p. 52. 

IS "The National Housing Manual,” p. 145. 
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Switzerland 

June 

1917 

Russia (Soviet) 

November 

1917 

Czechoslovakia 

December 

1918 

Belgium 

April 

1919 

Poland 

June 

1919 


“ By the end of the War nearly the whole of Europe was cov¬ 
ered by some form of tenant protection. In some countries it ap¬ 
plied only to specified classes of tenants; in others it covered all 
leases without exception.” 

Restrictive rent legislation was enacted in various other coun¬ 
tries, including Australia, New Zealand, India, several South 
American republics, and parts of the United States. With the 
exception of Australia and New Zealand, most of it was of local 
or limited character, and did not compare in importance with 
similar efforts in Europe. 

In Great Britain it was estimated that the first rent act cov¬ 
ered 88 per cent of all tenants in London and 97 per cent of 
those in other communities. In France certain classes of tenants 
paid no rent whatever during the War, and practically the 
whole population was protected against increases in rent so 
that the index number for rent remained at 100 during the War 
period. 

Under a Belgian Act of August 14, 1920, all tenants ful¬ 
filling their obligations could, except on court intervention, ex¬ 
tend their leases for approximately three years. 

As the housing shortage became more acute, there was a 
general disposition to increase the severity of these restrictions. 
After the close of the War, however, rent legislation was 
amended in most countries with a view to bringing about a 
gradual restoration of normal competitive conditions. In vari¬ 
ous countries substantial increases in rent were authorized, 
usually being limited to a stated percentage over pre-War 

ILO, “ European Housing Problems since the War,” p. 18. A report of 
the Swiss Labour Office in 1924, in observing that four Cantons of that country 
had never regulated rents, added that they were ‘‘ probably the only parts of 
Europe at the moment to which rent control has not penetrated” (“ Industrial 
and Labour Information,” April 20, 1925, p. 56). 
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rents. Restrictions on the landlord’s right of eviction also were 
relaxed. In many countries buildings erected after the War 
or after some specified date were made exempt from the rent 
acts. 

From 1922 to 1925 attempts were made in several countries 
to repeal restrictive rent legislation. These efforts at “ decon¬ 
trol ” were successful in only a few countries, notably in Fin¬ 
land from 1922 to 1924, in Sweden in 1923, in Switzerland in 
part in 1922 and completely in 1926,^® and in the Netherlands 
in 1927. In Italy the Fascist government attempted to put de¬ 
control into effect in 1923; it actually did so in part in 1923, 
and for the country as a whole in 1926. In 1927 control was 
temporarily resumed; but it was definitely terminated in June, 
1930. In many countries, however, as the date of decontrol drew 
near new laws continuing the restrictions were passed, although 
sometimes on a modified basis. 

In Great Britain, where a departmental committee had 
recommended gradual decontrol commencing in 1923 and the 
abolition of “ the last vestige of control ” by the summer of 
1925, restrictive legislation has been continued by successive 
acts and is still in force. It was estimated by the Inter-Depart¬ 
mental Committee on the Rent Restrictions Acts in July, 1931, 
that of 7,500,000 pre-War houses in England and Wales, 
about 6,250,000, or 83 per cent, were still subject to rent con¬ 
trol. Repeated questions in Parliament as to when decontrol 
might be expected met with the reply that no definite date could 
be set. It may be noted that a memorandum in 1931 by the 
Chartered Surveyors’ Institute of Great Britain, while strongly 
urging decontrol, limited its immediate application to houses of 
relatively high rentals and did not urge complete decontrol for 
all classes of dwellings earlier than Christmas, 1935. 

In 1933 a bill was introduced in Parliament providing for 
the termination of rent control on June 24,1938. As finally ap¬ 
proved, however, in July, 1933, the act freed only certain classes 
of houses from control, and provided that for lower rental 

15 An attempt to reestablish control in modified form in 1928 was defeated. 
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(“ Class C ”) houses the question should again come up for 
consideration in 1938. 

In Prance an act passed as early as 1918 was intended to pre¬ 
pare for a return to normal conditions, but was repeatedly 
amended; indeed the scope of control was increased. Again, it 
was intended to terminate rent control in 1926, but an act of 
June, 1929, extended this legislation for certain classes of 
dwellings until July 1,1932, and for lower-class dweUings until 
July 1,1939. 

In Germany partial decontrol for certain classes of buildings 
and for communities of a certain size has been accomphshed, 
but complete decontrol is considered impracticable until the 
housing shortage has been ehminated. It was intended to abolish 
rent control in 1936, but the Nazi government’s intentions are 
not clear. 

In Austria, where at the outset rent legislation was compara¬ 
tively moderate, all idea of returning to an economic basis, at 
least in certain cities, has apparently been abandoned. 

In Russia, payment of rent was abolished by the Soviet gov¬ 
ernment, but was later restored. There were indications of a 
partial return to an economic basis, but this appears to have 
been a temporary modification of the regulations. Information 
is meager and conflicting. 

In various other countries the date for decontrol was post¬ 
poned from time to time. Complete decontrol in Europe is at 
present found only in Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Finland, the 
Netherlands, Italy, and Switzerland. 

RESULTS or RESTRICTIVE RENT LEGISLATION 

The first and most obvious result of restrictive rent legisla¬ 
tion was that rents were kept far below the point that they 
would otherwise have reached. While this tended to make rentals 
uneconomic, it did greatly reduce the portion of the family 
budget required for rent. Table 74 illustrates this influence. 

Some countries which repealed their special restrictive rent acts enacted 
general legislation to prevent profiteering in rents. 
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Inevitably also this legislation tended to curtail new building 
operations. With building costs rapidly advancing because of 
rising prices of building materials and increasing wages, this 
seems hardly to call for proof. 

TABLE 74 


Percentage of Total Budget Expended for Eent in Various 
European Countries, 1918-1923 ® 

(July of each year unless otherwise indicated) 


Country 

Pre- 

War 

1918 

1919 

19B0 

1921 

1922 

1923 

Great Britain .... 16.0 

— 

— 

7.4 

10.95 

13.55 

13.07 

France .... 

. 12.0 

— 

5.04 

3.52 

4.3 

6.4 

7.2 ® 

Germany ^ , 

. 18.0 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1.15 

0.34 

Austria * .., 

. 14.6 

— 

— 

— 

— 

0.12 

0.66 

Hungary ^ ^ 

. 18.0 

2.54 

1.08 

0.69 

1.06 

0.43 

0.22 

Italy . . ... 

. 11.4 

3.99 

4.07 

2.79 

3.21 

4.86 

4.94 

Poland * . . 

. 18.1 

— 

— 

— 

1.13 

2.23 

3.44 

Switzerland 

. 10.4 

— 

— 

— 

7.03 

9.88 

9.9 ^ 

Denmark . 

. 14.2 

8.4 

7.6 

7.1 

8.5 

11.06 

11.14® 

Sweden . . 

. 11.9 

6.1 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

10.2 

11.2 ® 

Norway .. 

. »15.7 

6.83 

7.02 

7.6 

8.4 

10.3 

11.4 ® 

Finland . . 

. 11.8 

— 

— 

4.3 

5.4 

7.9 

10.3 

(a) ILO, 

‘‘European Housing Problems Since the War,’’ 

p. 30. 



(6) Comparisons largely invalidated because of depreciation of currencies. 

(c) Figures refer to June. 

(d) The figures for Hungary refer to December of each year except 1923 
(July). 

A well-qualified American observer has given as the consensus 
of opinion that this legislation was one of the chief factors in 
stopping the construction of new buildings by private enter¬ 
prise after 1915.’^^ 

The British Departmental Committee on the Increase of 
Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act said: 

“ On the whole, we cannot but conclude that the Rent Restriction 
Acts, although their necessity in the past may not be challenged, 
have had an adverse effect on the provision of new houses. . . . 

n" Veiller, Lawrence, “ How England Is Meeting the Housing Shortage,” 
p. 53. 
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“ We are strongly of the opinion that all restrictions should be 
removed at the earliest possible date. . . 

A recent report of the International Labour Office repeatedly 
refers to the effect of restrictive rent legislation in hampering 
building. 

“ The building difficulties experienced by nearly all European 
countries since the 'svar can be traced principally to the difference 
between the rents which could be asked for new and for pre-war 
dwellings. . . . 

“ The effects of the three essential factors described above — 
high building costs, high rate of interest and restriction of the 
rent of old dwellings — have been more prolonged and lie at the 
root of post-war building difficulties in all countries.” 

The report, however, took exception to the contention of some 
critics that restrictive rent legislation was the sole cause of the 
post-War difficulties encountered by the building industry. It 
cited the experience of several countries that after restrictive 
rent regulations were repealed commercial building steadily re¬ 
vived. This was notably the case in Pinland, where the repeal of 
restrictive rent laws was almost immediately followed by a 
rapid recovery in building. In 1923—24 the number of houses 
built in that country was as large as before the War, and later 
it materially increased. Likewise in Sweden and in the Nether¬ 
lands, which abolished rent control at a fairly early date, the 
report held that there was furnished “ an example of the stimu¬ 
lus to building enterprise provided by a return to ordinary 
legal conditions as regards rent.” 

A further result of restrictive rent legislation was neglect of 
the proper maintenance and repair of the protected dwellings; 
this was reported in several countries. For example, the Lon¬ 
don County Council stated: 

18 Ministry of Health (Great Britain), Final Report of the Departmental 
Committee on the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 
1920 (His Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 1923), p. 8. 

19 “ Housing Policy in Europe,” pp. T-S, 

30 p. 17, 
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“ At the present time a landlord is prevented from dealing with 
his property in such a way that much house property is standing 
in London today which, but for the operation of the Rent Re¬ 
striction Acts, would have been swept away . . . the restriction 
from handling old house property from which the landlord now 
sulfers is acting most detrimentally, and is throwing greater bur¬ 
dens on the local authorities in the matter of slum clearance and 
the oversight of such bad property. In the past, the principal 
agent for the removal of insanitary houses and the renewal of old 
and worn-out homes was the owner.” 

Various British writers insisted that the rent acts had a tend¬ 
ency to delay the work of slum clearance. 

The Norwegian Ministry of Social Affairs referred to the 
unsatisfactory state of repair of leased houses, which it at¬ 
tributed to housing legislation. In Austria neglect of repair and 
upkeep of houses by their owners was general, while in Russia 
the taking over of buildings by the Soviet government during 
the two and one-half years following the Bolshevist revolution 
resulted in “ the partial or complete dilapidation of houses and 
dwellings, and, secondly, the complete cessation of the building 
industry which made it impossible to maintain, repair or recon¬ 
struct existing dwellings.” 

Another result of restrictive rent legislation which led to 
much complaint was the extensive abuse of subletting; it was 
the cause of repeated complaints in Great Britain.^® The evil 
reached excessive proportions in Hungary; in Budapest, out of 
a total of 208,189 dwellings, 97,308 were at one time sublet. 

In numerous countries the tenant received from the sublet 
rooms more than he himself paid for the whole dwelling. One 

21 “Housing” (P. S. King and Son, Ltd., London, 1928), pp. 11-12. 

22 ILO, ‘‘ European Housing Problems since the War,” pp. 458-459. 

23 Captain B. S. Townroe, in a Special Report to the author, states: 

“There are thousands of cases, thoroughly authenticated, of landlords re¬ 
ceiving today about 15s. for a three-story house. The tenant cannot be evicted, 
although he is subletting various rooms at as much as 10s. a room each, and is 
therefore profiteering to the extent of £2 or £3 weekly. In short, the effort of 
the state to interfere in the economic laws governing rents may have allevi¬ 
ated conditions under unprecedented circumstances, but has led to new and 
unforeseen evils.” 
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critic pointed out that whereas the rent acts originally were 
intended to protect tenants against excessive increase in rent, 
or unreasonable notice to quit, “ economic rents are being 
charged and secured, and by those who are least entitled to 
them, being neither the true owners of the property nor paying 
themselves an economic rent.” 

General complaint was voiced throughout Europe that re¬ 
strictive rent acts worked an unreasonable hardship upon the 
landlord or owner. One writer has said: 

“ The first Rent Restriction Act of 1915 was devised to protect 
tenants and check profiteering by landlords. Later the complete 
cessation of house building and the growing shortage made it 
necessary to continue restriction, but subsequent Acts were unfair 
to landlords because in spite of enormously increased prices they 
were not allowed to raise rents. It was not until 1920 when land¬ 
lords were found to be suffering serious hardships that an increase 
of 30 per cent was permitted, and the full 40 per cent increase 
now in force was not permitted until July 2nd, 1921. The Act of 
1923, on the other hand, inflicted hardships on tenants by enlarg¬ 
ing the grounds on which the landlord could claim possession, and 
by gradually decontrolling some of the protected houses. The 
present position is therefore regulated by a complicated series of 
Rent Restrictions Acts (which worked adversely towards land¬ 
lords and tenants in turn) resulting from a succession of compro¬ 
mises. The law of supply and demand having broken down, legis¬ 
lation attempted to mete out rough justice to both landlord and 
tenant in accordance with the varying tides of public opinion.” 

A qualified observer has stated that the British Act of 1920 
“ was essentially a tenants’ protection Act, passed to protect 
6,000,000 working-class and 1,000,000 middle-class tenants at 
the expense of the owner who was often poorer than the tenant 
himself.” 

24 Chambers, Holroyd F,, quoted in Housing, March, 1928, p. 22. 

Simon, E. D., ‘‘ Housing: The Rents of Working Class Houses (Con¬ 
temporary Review, May, 1924, p. 553)* 

26 Fremantle, Lt. Col, F. E., “The Housing of the Nation” (Philip Allan & 
Co., Ltd., London, 1927), p, 119. 
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A repeated complaint in Great Britain was that the restric¬ 
tive rent acts prohibited large numbers of owners of single 
houses (which they had purchased for their own occupancy) 
from getting possession of them, A member of Parhament said 
in this connection: “ It is purely a question of whether the per¬ 
son who owns the house, who has saved the money in order to 
buy it, has a better right to live in it than anyone else.” 

The laws obviously operated to the disadvantage of investors 
in housing property. A member of Parliament in one of the de¬ 
bates on housing pointed out that dwelling-houses had been a 
popular form of investment among persons of limited means. 
He urged that it was an injustice to restrict the return on such 
property when no similar limit was placed upon the income 
from stocks and bonds.^® 

Among other baneful effects of these restrictive rent laws 
was a vast amount of petty litigation. “ The lawyers were en¬ 
riched, and the Courts overworked, while the population were, 
as far as possible, prevented from taking houses on any 
agreement.” 

The general economic effects of restrictive rent legislation 
were summarized in the International Labour Review,®® as fol¬ 
lows: (1) to reduce the power of the wage-earner to pay an 
“ economic ” rent; (2) to remove the inducement to private 
capital to invest in building; (3) to lead to an absolute reduc¬ 
tion in the quantity and quality of housing available. 

The following extract from an official report covering the 
operation of rent control in Belgium epitomizes the experience 
of various other countries; 

“ The effect of the restrictive rent legislation on building opera¬ 
tions was disastrous. Although new buildings were not affected by 
the law, the legislation discouraged builders. The maintenance of 

27 Peto, Sir B., “Parliamentary Debates,” House of Commons, July 15, 
1929, p, 181, 

28 Hurst, Gerald, “Parliamentary Debates,” House of Commons, June 7, 
1923, p. 2442, 

29 The Builder, London, November 5, 1925, p. 722. 

so August, 1924, p. 294, 
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buildings suffered terribly as proprietors flatly refused to effect 
repairs, the cost of which very often exceeded a w'hole year’s rent. 
Sub-letting increased in all cases where the contract did not for¬ 
bid this practice, with the result that some tenants were making 
large profits when the proprietor received a comparatively small 
rent.” 


POST-WAR AID TO HOUSING 

Rent restriction, having made ownership unprofitable, also 
made building unprofitable. Accordingly, the close of the War 
found an acute shortage of housing in many European coun¬ 
tries. The following estimate, compiled by the International 
Labour Office, gives an approximate idea of this shortage in 
several leading countries, exclusive of housing required to re¬ 
place the destruction in the devastated areas. It was submitted 
as “ an indication rather than an exact statement.” 

Estimated Shortage of Dwellings in Certain European Coun¬ 
tries AT THE Close of the World War 


Estimated shortage 

Country of dwellings 

Great Britain . 500,000 — 1,000,000 

Germany (deficiency for 19141-21). 1,400,000 

France — Paris and suburbs. 60,000 

Belgium. 90,000— 240,000 

Netherlands . 100,000— 164,000 

Denmark, towns . 12,100 

Sweden, towns . 19,100 “ 

Switzerland. 20,000 — 35,000 


O’ Number of rooms. 

Confronted by this urgent need and the difficulties of meeting 
it through individual effort, shortly after the close of the War 
nearly all the leading countries of Europe undertook some form 
of encouragement to building. Indeed, in Great Britain and 
some other countries comprehensive plans for such assistance 
were taken up while the War was still in progress. 

31 Hunt, Leigh W., Assistant Commercial Attach^ to the United States 
Department of Commerce, Brussels. 

32 International Labour Review, September, 1924, p. 459. 
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The methods of granting such assistance were numerous and 
varied. A list of the expedients most extensively used includes: 

1. Loans of public or of semi-public (insurance, pensions, etc.) 
funds. 

a. Subscription to stock or bonds of building agencies. 

2. Direct subsidies. 

a. Lump sum or annual grants. 

h. Waiver of demand for repayment of part of funds 
loaned. 

c. Waiver of interest, in whole or in part, or payment by 
public authorities of part of interest (and redemption 
charges ). 

d. Loans at a lower rate of interest than that paid by 
the lending agency. 

e. Bonuses on construction or sale of dwellings. 

f. Provision of sites, free or at low prices. 

3. Indirect subsidies. 

a. Exemption from taxes, or from certain fees. 

b. Guarantee of loans made by other agencies. 

c. Remission of import duties on building materials. 

4. Direct construction (especially by municipalities). 

In Great Britain the actual execution of government-aided 
schemes was left to the Local Authorities. In many cases they 
placed contracts with private builders, turning over to them the 
subsidies advanced by the national government, as well as their 
own contributions, if any. Sometimes the Local Authorities 
themselves conducted the work of construction, purchasing the 
materials and hiring workmen. In some countries the national 
governments dealt with public utihty building societies; in 
others, they acted through special housing organizations. 

A part of the original cost of the houses in Great Britain 
was provided through public loans by the local governments. 
A large number of such loans were made as a result of general 
campaigns very similar to the flotation of the Victory Loan in 
the United States. A national loan for the purpose was deemed 
inadvisable,®® but a large part of the cost was obtained by the 

33 “The Government gave very careful consideration to these suggestions 
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Local Authorities by means of extensive loans from the Public 

Works Loan Board. 

Since it was apparent that the rents which could be charged 
for the new houses, erected at the high costs then prevaihng, 
would be much less than the economic rental necessary to main¬ 
tain them and cover interest on the loans, this annual deficit was 
to be made good in part by local taxes levied by the Local 
Authorities, but chiefly by national subsidies paid from the 
British Exchequer to Local Authorities, building societies, or 
other agencies. In addition to such subsidies, loans were also 
employed; they were made by the national government to the 
Local Authorities and by both the national government and 
the Local Authorities to certain building agencies. In some cases 
Local Authorities in Great Britain guaranteed the repayment 
of loans made by building societies to persons desiring to build 
or purchase a house.®* 

In many continental European countries the condition of 
state finances precluded the raising of large special loans or 
extensive granting of subsidies by central governments; in¬ 
stead, public assistance often took the form of loans of state 
pension and similar funds, tax exemption, provision of building 
material or land at special prices, and various other expedients. 
In Germany, Austria, and Poland, and to a limited extent in 
Sweden, a special rent tax on houses already standing was em¬ 
ployed; in Germany this was one of the chief sources of funds. 
From 1926 to 1932 the German rent tax produced more than 
$2,500,000,000, of which 46 per cent was used to finance new 
housing.®® A large part of the funds so employed were loaned 

for a National Loan, but it became quite clear that, having due regard to the 
stability of the finances of the nation, it would not do to float another vast 
National Loan, and the Chancellor of the Exchequer and other financial leaders 
made this plain to the public at an early date. 

“ Moreover, the financial authorities thought the responsibility for raising 
the money should not be taken by the State alone, but should be shared by the 
Local Authorities, and accepted by them as a public duty” (Veiller, Lawrence, 
‘^How England Is Meeting the Housing Shortage,” p. 5). 

34 For further details concerning Great Britain, see pp. 445-466. 

35 Monthly Labor Review, September, 19S2, p. 599. 
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on second mortgage, usually at from 2 to S per cent, thus off¬ 
setting to some extent the much higher rates paid for first- 
mortgage funds in the open market. This assistance was sup¬ 
plemented by extensive loans by municipalities. Subsidies were 
attempted by the German government shortly after the close of 
the War, but the condition of the federal finances apparently 
did not permit of their use on an extensive scale. 

In France, a variety of expedients were used. Subsidies were 
resorted to on a limited scale; loans were extensively employed; 
tax exemption, which apparently was not used in Great Britain, 
was one of the commonest forms of assistance in France and in 
other countries of continental Europe. A description of all the 
methods employed is be 3 ’'ond the scope of this summary. 

Table 75, rearranged from International Labour Office data, 
gives the number of new dwellings constructed in specified 
European countries from 1920 to 1929, inclusive, except that 
in some cases the figures are for the net increase; in several 
countries they cover only certain towns and cities. 

It is impossible to give an accurate statement of the number 
of such new dwellings erected through pubhc assistance. The 
International Labour Office reported that in most European 
countries they represented two-thirds of all new houses in years 
when the housing crisis was most acute, and that in many coun¬ 
tries the proportion in such years exceeded 80 per cent.®® 
Figures given elsewhere (p. 448) for Great Britain indicate 
that for the period 1919—33, 60 per cent of aU new dwellings 
erected received public assistance.®'^ In Prussia, from 1926 on, 
according to the International Labour Office, 85 per cent 
of all dwelling-house construction was so assisted and the 
proportion in the larger German towns in 1928—29 was slightly 
higher.®® 

In France, state loans from 1920 to 1927 amounted to 1,416,- 
000,000 francs, representing assistance to some 58,000 dwell- 

38 ILO, “ Housing Policy in Europe,” p. 38. 

37 In this connection, see Chart 71. 

38 ILO, “ Housing Policy in Europe,” pp. 853-354. 
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ings ; but this signifies only 7250 dwellings assisted yearly, a 
very small percentage of the annual re< 5 [uirements of that 
country. 

TABLE 75 

Number of New Dwellings Constructed in Specified European 

Countries^ 1920—1929 ® 


Figures Covering Entire Country 


Year 

England 
and Wales 

Nether¬ 

lands 

Belgium ® 

Germany 

1920 

42,000 



75,928 

1921 

115,000 ® 

40,364 

9,039 

108,596 

1922 

81,000 ^ 

45,496 

14,780 

124,273 

1923 

86,210 

43,132 

20,718 

100,401 

1924. 

136,889 

46,712 

22,347 

94,807 

1925 

173,426 

47,190 

24,000 ^ 

164,437 

1926 

217,629 

48,833 

26,000 

199,084 

1927 

238,914 

50,246 

25,000 

284,444 

1928 

169,532 

,47,335 

24,000 * 

306,825 

1929 

202,060 

47,347 


315,703 


Figures Covering only Portions of Country ^ 

Czecho- Austria 


Year 

Sweden 

Denmark Norway 

Slovakia 

Finland (Vienna') 

1920 

4,524 

5,757 


3,838 

1,316 

375 

1921 

6,365 

7,735 

2,636 

7,227 

1,526 

245 

1922 

6,360 

5,465 

2,641 

6,958 

2,406 

873 

1923 

9,461 

7,446 

2,922 

10,317 

3,082 

1,210 

1924 

11,901 

6,001 

2,469 

14,592 

3,314 

2,239 

1925 

13,042 

7,454 

2,227 

10,699 

3,991 

2,400 

1926 

14,221 

8,266 

1,637 

12,389 

5,270 

3,486 

1927 

15,095 

8,515 

1,391 

19,222 

7,323 

2,691 

1928 

16,399 

9,012 

1,920 

30,429 

9,547 

4,669 

1929 

16,000 ® 

9,451 

2,847 

23,560 


7,038 

(«) 

ILO, Housing Policy in 

Europe,” 

p. 18. 




(6) Estimated figures. 

(c) Figures are for houses, not dwellings* 

(d) Figures for Sweden, Denmark, and Finland include all towns; those 
for Norway, twenty-six of the larger towns; those for Czechoslovakia, seventy- 
eight of the larger towns. 

39 ILO, Housing Policy in Europe,’' p, 211 . Owing to changes in the value 
of the franc, the equivalent amount in United States currency cannot be stated. 
It probably was less than $100,000,000. In 1928 the franc was stabilized, its par 
value on a gold basis in United States currency being 3.92^. 
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In 1928 France inaugurated a much more extensive cam¬ 
paign in the passage of the Loucheur Act, under which it was 
proposed to erect 200,000 “ cheap ” and 60,000 “ moderate- 
rent ” dwellings by 1933.^° This is the most ambitious housing- 

- CHART 7i - 

HUMDERS OF DWELL1N6 HOUSES ERECTED WITH AND WITHOUT 
STATE AID IN EN6LAND AND WALES: 1920-1932 



aid program thus far undertaken by France, always excepting 
the restoration of the devastated areas. However, this contem¬ 
plated total of 260,000 dwellings is only 2.5 per cent of the 
total number in France. It is clear, therefoiv, that even includ- 
40 ILO, “Housing Policy in Europe,” p. 217- 
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ing the Loiicheur scheme the results of government aid to hous¬ 
ing as measured by the volume of construction do not compare 
"with those in Great Britain and Germany. 

According to data submitted to the Financial Committee of 
the French Senate, on the basis of conditions at the end of 1929, 
the loss of interest suffered by the state under the Loucheur Act 
alone was to be 73,000,000 francs in 1930, and would rise year 
by year in the same proportion as the loans issued were in¬ 
creased, until in 1934^ a figure of 240,000,000 would be reached. 
This figure will be repeated every year until 1969.^^ 

It is clear, then, that government aid played a highly im¬ 
portant part in the provision of new housing in Europe after 
the World War. Nevertheless, with the exception of certain 
countries, notably Great Britain, Germany, Sweden, Belgium, 
the Netherlands, and Denmark, the number of dwellings 
erected by public assistance was comparatively small. Table 76 
shows approximate data for those countries where public-aided 
construction reached large proportions and for a few others. 

It is true that in many other countries there was a vast 
amount of housing-aid legislation, but the results as measured 
by the number of houses built relative to population were 
small. 

In Austria, where private building virtually ceased after the 
War, there was much legislation, but apparently the funds 
were lacking for a comprehensive building program for the 
country at large. A special report states that between 1923 and 
1930 the city of Vienna constructed 38,300 dwellings in apart¬ 
ment buildings, and 4899 in houses for one or more families, a 
total of nearly 43,250 dwellings. As the total number of dwell¬ 
ings in Vienna in 1917 was 554,545, this represents a signifi¬ 
cant volume of construction. The total expenditure by the city 
on this construction was approximately $93,430,000.^^ 

In Hungary, according to a report of the United States De- 

<1 ILO, “ Housing Policy in Europe,” p. 218. 

■*2 Harris, Ernest L., American Consul General, Vienna. (MontMy Labor 
Review, May, 1931, pp. 6-9.) 
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partment of Commerce, the national government had expended 
$40,000,000 on housing alone since the close of the War/^ This 
sum, however, would provide shelter for only a very small per¬ 
centage of the population. 

A mass of housing-aid legislation was enacted in Italy and a 
great number of organizations participated in the task of 

TABLE 76 

Amou3S't of Hottsikg Provideb IK Ceetaik EimoFEAK CoTJKTRiES Ukeer 
Goverkmekt Aw — Post-War 

(Approximate and incomplete) 

Number of 

dwellings Proportion 





constructed 

of total 


Period 


with govern¬ 

population 

Country 
Great Britain 

covered 

Form of aid 

ment aid 

housed 

England and 



1,200,000 

m% 

Wales 

1919-32 

Subsidies and loans 

Scotland 

1919-32 

Subsidies and loans 

160,000 

12% 

Germany 

1918-30 

Loans, subsidies, federal 




guarantee of loans, rent 
tax, tax exemptions 

1,800,000 

12% 


France 

1919-330 

Loans and subsidies 

425,000 

4% 



Tax exemptions 

0 

c 

Belgium 

1920-29 

Loans, subsidies, bonuses, 


8% 


tax exemptions 

136,000 

Netherlands 

1918-30 

Loans and subsidies 

300,000 

20% 

Denmark 

1916-27 

Loans and subsidies 

64,000 

10% 

Sweden 

1917-29 

Loans and subsidies 

30,600» 

21% 

Czechoslovakia 

1919-30 

Loans, subsidies, tax 


3% 



exemptions 

82,000 

Russia 

1919-30 

Direct construction 

Large 

No data 


(see text) 


(а) See p. 431. ^ ^ j ^ ^ 

(б) Exclusive of assistance to rural families under a special fund, created 

in 1904. 

(c) The number of houses assisted by tax exemption in France cannot be 
stated. 

building. The national government set up several central agen¬ 
cies ; there were nearly 500 housing societies and in addition 
about 100 “ autonomous ” bodies, which combine the charac¬ 
teristics of private societies and public agencies. The largest of 
43 “ Commerce Reports,” May 25, 1931, p. 449, 
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the national agencies — the National Deposit and Loan Fund 
— had up to the close of 1928 granted credits of over 2,000,- 
000,000 lire, hut this sum would not represent housing for 
any considerable part of the population. Again, up to the 
close of 1926 the autonomous bodies had provided or were 
erecting some 50,000 dwellings, comprising 172,000 rooms, at 
a total cost of 1,700,000,000 lire.^^ Apparently these figures 
had been increased by about 50 per cent up to 1930. Since the 
population of Italy in this period was in excess of 40,000,000, 
it again appears that the proportion provided with shelter as a 
result of government assistance is relatively small, even allow¬ 
ing for the fact that the figures here given are not a complete 
statement. 

In Spain the volume of public-aided housing was insignifi¬ 
cant. Under the basic law of 1911, only 2800 houses were 
erected during a period of thirteen years. 

During the four-year period that assistance was granted in 
Finland, the total number of dwellings erected with aid from 
the state and from municipalities combined was 1172, provid¬ 
ing housing for 6438 families. 

As noted in Table 76 there has been a large volume of dwell¬ 
ing-house construction directly by the state in Soviet Russia, 
this being a part of the Five-Year Plan. No satisfactory infor¬ 
mation as to the number of dwellings or as to cost is available. 
According to one authority, the capital so invested rose from 
approximately 420,000,000 roubles in 1928 to 1,100,000,000 
roubles in 1931.*® About 80 per cent of all dwelling-house con¬ 
struction is conducted by the state, including committees of the 
local soviets. Private enterprise building is practically limited to 
small wooden one-family houses, built for the owner’s occupancy 
exclusively and not for profit. 

Public assistance to housing was also undertaken in India, 
Australia, New Zealand, and various South American coun- 

ILO, Housing Policy in Europe,” pp. 181-191. 

45 Wibaut, F. M., President, International Housing Association, Housing, 
October, 1931, p. 191. (Roughly $220,000,000 to $560,000,000, taking the rouble 
at par, but only a fraction of this sum at the current value.) 
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tries, but in most of these the actual volume of operations was 
small/® 

In Canada the Dominion government after the World War 
advanced $23,500,000 to various provinces for the construction 
of dwellings, largely for ex-service men. The total number of 
houses so built was 6244 — less than one-third of 1 per cent of 
all dwellings in the Dominion. 

It appears, therefore, that notwithstanding the large amount 
of legislation enacted and the efforts made by numerous coun¬ 
tries, the record of pubhc aid to housing, except in the case of a 
few nations, is a measure of things attempted rather than 
things actually achieved. 

Yet while the quantity of state-aided housing outside of the 
countries listed in Table 76 has been unimpressive, there is 
general agreement that in nearly all European countries gov¬ 
ernment assistance resulted in higher quality. Not only were 
such accessories as bathrooms much commoner, but the design, 
construction, and equipment of government-aided houses rep¬ 
resented a distinct advance over pre-War accommodations. An 
American observer of Great Britain’s elaborate housing cam¬ 
paign, who found much to criticize in the government’s pohcy 
on grounds of expense and in various other particulars, de¬ 
clared that government-aided housing in that country repre¬ 
sented a standard previously unknown.^'^ A recent survey by the 
International Labour Office bears out this conclusion; in the 
case of Great Britain it found that “ post-War legislation un¬ 
doubtedly had a decisive effect in improving the standard of 
the dwellings built throughout the country.” There was, how¬ 
ever, widespread complaint that government-aided dwellings in 
Great Britain were too small. 

In France government aid “ resulted in conditions of sani¬ 
tation and to some extent of comfort also, greatly superior 
to those obtained in the old houses.” Under the Loucheur Act 

46 See Table 73, p. 413. . „ . ou . „ 

47 Veiller, Lawrence, “ How England Is Meeting the Housing Shortage, 

p. 106. 

48 ILO, Housing Policy in Europe/’ p. 96. 
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bathrooms and central heat were required. Regarding state- 
aided housing in Belgium, the International Labour Office 
found that the dwellings were of a distinctly better quality than 
the pre-War houses, while in Austria they were of a very much 
higher standard, and in Poland “ greatly superior ” to most 
working-class dwellings built before the War. Similar comments 
were made with respect to the government-aided housing of 
other European countries. In the case of several where specific 
information was not given, a recent report of the International 
Labour Office notes a distinctly higher standard of sanitary 
and hygienic conditions. 

A further idea of the characteristic type of post-War hous¬ 
ing in some European countries, for single-family and for two- 
family dwellings, may be obtained from Figs. 1 to 5. In connec¬ 
tion with Fig. 1, for British housing, it should be noted that 
while the single-family dwelling is the predominating type, the 
detached single-family dwelHng is the exception; instead, a num¬ 
ber of houses, from two to twelve, are arranged in groups, rows, 
or clusters. Fig. 1 gives a typical layout used extensively by the 
London County Council. A further important feature of British 
subsidized housing is that these groups are arranged over a 
given area with special reference to street and park layout 
and to open spacing adjoining each dwelling. Aside from the 
greater amount of light and air and esthetic advantages thus 
secured, such planning has resulted in a material saving in the 
installation of sewers and other utilities. In this connection it 
may be noted that of all dwellings built by the London County 
Council from 1919 to 1925, 84 per cent were cottages. Of the 
remaining 16 per cent which were in flats,^® one-third were in 
buildings of not over two stories. In ten other large towns 97 
per cent of the new dwellings were cottages.®® 

The cottage in Great Britain, as just stated, is not as a rule a detached 
structure. The flat corresponds more or less closely to the American tenement. 
The two-story flat is often the result of converting old four-story buildings into 
two dwellings, each having two stories. 

60 Unwin, Sir Raymond, in Report of the International Housing and Town 
Planning Congress (Vienna, 1926), Part III, p. 31. 
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Figs. 2 and 3 give plans for typical London County Council 
houses, one for a five-room and the other for a four-room cot¬ 
tage. In each case the plan is for a double house, the fireplaces 
being in the party wall. These houses provide for a separate 
kitchen; where this is not done the law requires a scullery, sepa¬ 
rate from the Hving-room. Many four-room cottages have the 
same ground plan as the five-room cottage here shown. The 
principal difference in this case is that the four-room cottages 
have a smaller area and do not contain the small third bedroom 
on the upper floor. AU the plans provide for a bathroom. In 
some sections, especially in coal-mining regions, the bathtub 
may be placed in the scullery.®^ 

These houses rent for an average of 18s. per week for the 
four-room and 20s. per week for the five-room type. Since most 
of the subsidy houses in England rent for less than 10s. a 
week,®^ it would appear that the Council houses are designed for 
fairly well-paid workers. 

Fig. 4 gives plans for Belgian two-family houses with five 
rooms for each dwelling — a fairly large kitchen and hving- 
room on the ground floor and three bedrooms on the upper 
floor. It is compact; there is no bathroom, and the water-closet 
and coal-bin are in an extension at the rear. The old-fashioned 
arrangement of the chimney makes for economy and for more 
effective heating- Fig. 5 gives alternative plans for a small low- 
priced house in France of the type provided by the Chemin de 
Fer du Nord for some of its employees. It contains a fairly 
large living-room (which also serves as a dining-room), a small 
kitchen, and one bedroom. There is a water-closet but no bath¬ 
room in the first two plans; the third plan allows for a 
bathroom.®® 

Assertions have frequently been made that the construction 
of government-aided houses has had a distinctly beneficial effect 
on the health of tenants as reflected in the death rate. While 

51 The subsidy Act of 1924, however, provided that the bathtub must be 
in the bathroom. 

52 In both cases local taxes are included. 

53 The Viennese houses have been discussed in Chapter II, pp. 89-92. 
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this would be natural in new structures of better design and 
appurtenances, there is little in the way of statistical proof. A 
great number of other factors enter into that problem. Death 
rates had declined in many countries before government aid 
was undertaken on an extensive scale, and in some countries, at 
least, continued to decline during the years of most acute hous- 
ing shortage.®^ The “ crude ” ®® death rate in England and 
Wales, as shown by the census of 1921, when the housing short¬ 
age was acute, was 13.S per thousand against 14.7 in 1911 and 
18.4 in 1901; the “ standardized ” rate fell from 19.2 in 1901 
to 12.9 in 1921.®® 

It would be easy to fill pages showing high death rates among 
famihes living in one-room or two-room houses, or under other¬ 
wise overcrowded conditions; it would be equally easy to supply 
statistics showing that death rates are little higher under such 
conditions than in dwellings where there is no overcrowding. 
This is not intended to imply that housing does not affect death 
rates. Our purpose is simply to show that death rates cannot 
be compared with housing conditions alone, but must take ac¬ 
count of many other factors; improper food, for example, may 
be much more significant than poor housing. It is generally con¬ 
ceded that vital statistics are exceedingly dangerous material 
from which to draw conclusions.®^ For example: 

“Tuberculosis is often spoken of as a ‘house disease.’ It is, in 
fact, a family affair because it is caught by contact with an open 

5* In New York City the death rate fell in every year from 1916 to 1921 
with the exception of 1918 when an unusually serious influenza epidemic 
occurred. 

55 The crude death rate is the number of persons of all ages dying per 
given unit of measure, usually per 1000, in a year. Standardized rates apply to 
groups more or less homogeneous either with respect to age, sex, race or other 
basis of segregation. 

56 Board of Trade, “ Statistical Abstract for the United Kingdom, 1931 ” 
(His Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 1933), p. 32. (Figures are average 
for three years about each census.) 

67 An illustration is furnished by an intensive survey by the Health De¬ 
partment of the City of Chicago, in 1917, of twenty-two blocks where the occur¬ 
rence of tuberculosis was marked. It was brought out that no constant and 
definite relation between housing and health was proved, and further that it 
was difficult to establish any such relation by statistics. (Regional Survey of 
New York and Its Environs, Vol. VI, pp. 208-210.) 
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case. One who lives in close contact with an active case of pulmo¬ 
nary consumption, without proper precaution, runs a great hazard 
of becoming infected and reinfected. . . . The house itself need not 
be blamed so much for the spread of tuberculosis as its occupants. 
Tuberculosis will spread from person to person in a palace as well 
as in a tenement or hut.” 

CLASSES BENEFITED 

One criticism of government-aided housing, frequently heard 
in the case of Great Britain but also applicable to some con¬ 
tinental European countries, is that the houses go not to 
the poorest classes but to middle-class families or higher-paid 
wage-earners. A report of the International Labour Office 
notes that in the Netherlands, where government assistance 
was for a time applied on an extensive scale, there was diffi¬ 
culty in providing new dwellings for low-income families. A 
similar experience is reported in Germany, where, one writer 
states, 

“ The results achieved by a policy of intervention by the public 
authorities were indeed remarkable, in respect of both technical 
achievement and the amount of new building. But when the effects 
of the economic depression began to be felt it was seen that the 
new dwellings built were mainly for the middle or well-to-do classes 
— so much so, indeed, that at the present time there is the para¬ 
doxical situation that large numbers of new flats are standing 
empty in the suburbs of Berlin, while thousands of families are 
still housed in huts or old railway carriages.” 

Of 30,000 dwellings built in Denmark under assistance from a 
state fund, the majority were occupied by higher-paid workers, 
salaried employees, those of official classes, and to some extent 
the middle classes. Again, the International Labour Office re¬ 
port stated that of government-aided buildings erected in 
Poland a material proportion were “ built to meet the require- 

58 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
Vol, VIII, p. 6. 

59 ILO, “ Housing Policy in Europe,” p. 116. 

60 Mequet, G., “ Housing Problems and the Depression,” p. 174. 
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ments of persons with some means.” In Great Britain, as 
shown later, similar complaints were frequent.®^ 

It may be noted, moreover, that there was some complaint in 
Great Britain that Local Authorities, which built a large pro¬ 
portion of the subsidy houses and had a financial stake in their 
success, tended to select desirable tenants and those likely to 
pay the modest rent demanded, thus excluding many of the 
poorest families. One writer who is distinctly friendly to gov¬ 
ernment aid said in this connection: 

“ Even municipal authorities, when they come to let houses, tend, 
like any other landlord, to forget the slum problem and to let the 
houses to the most eligible tenant — that is to say, to the appli¬ 
cant who has most money and fewest children.” 

In some instances, notably in Amsterdam, effort was made to 
exercise social control over tenants and at the same time to 
stimulate their desire for and appreciation of better quarters, 
by classifying tenants according to the care which they exer¬ 
cised in maintaining the premises and by shifting families from 
one grade of house to another on this basis. 


GOVERNMENT AID IN GREAT BRITAIN 

Since Great Britain affords the outstanding instance of gov¬ 
ernment assistance to housing, and since it is the only country 

61 ILO, “ Housing Policy in Europe,” p. 838. 

62 Such complaints in Great Britain were made in the case of pre-War aid 
to housing. 

‘‘ The housing policy of Liverpool has undergone several alterations. In 
1869 the city put up a large building providing accommodation for over 600 
people, but that was soon occupied by the better-paid workingmen, and those 
unhoused by the operations of the city council were not rehoused. In 1886 and 
in 1891 the city put up other buildings, which at the usual allowance of two 
persons to a room would provide for some 1,500 persons, but these like the 
earlier building were soon Med by the better-paid workers. In an effort to 
provide for the poorer classes up to 1896 the city sold the land it cleared to 
builders on condition that they put up houses for the working classes. The 
land was sold for much less than it cost the city, but the houses were still 
Med with the relatively better-off working classes.” (USBLS, “ Government 
Aid to Home Owning and Housing of Working People in Foreign Countries 
[GPO, Washington, 1915], pp. 318-314.) , ^ 

63 Simon, E. D., “Slum Clearance” (The Nineteenth Century and After, 

March, 1930, p. 333). 
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for which complete data are most nearly obtainable, the British 
experience may be taken up in more detail. As already pointed 
out, the principal methods of extending aid were these: 

1. Subsidies. 

a. By the state to Local Authorities, public utility socie¬ 
ties, and private builders. 

1. By Local Authorities to public utility societies, private 
builders, and private individuals. 

2. Loans by the National Government and by Local Authori¬ 
ties to public utility societies and private individuals. 

The principal acts by which subsidy assistance was author¬ 
ized were: 

Addison Subsidy Act of 1919 

Housing (Additional Powers) Act of 1919 

Chamberlain Act of 1923 

Wheatley Act of 1924 

Housing (Slum Clearance) Act of 1930 

Chart 72 shows the volume of construction under several of 
these acts from 1919 to 1931. 

Other acts under which state aid was granted in Great Britain 
were the following: 

Housing Act of 1925 (largely for slum clearance) 
Housing (Rural Workers) Acts of 1926 and 1931 
Small Dwellings Acquisitions Act of 1899 (amended 
by certain of the above acts) 

The great bulk of state-aided housing was erected under the 
first four of the acts mentioned above; in England and Wales 
during the period from the Armistice to March 31, 1933, over 
1,110,000 subsidy houses were provided under them. During the 
same period over 940,000 houses were built without state as¬ 
sistance.®® 

For the whole of Great Britain, including houses built under 

This is termed the Permanent Housing Law. 

65 Ministry of Health (Great Britain), “ Fourteenth Annual Report/’ year 
ended March 31, 1932 (His Majesty’s Stationery OfBice, London, 1932), p. 95. 
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various legislation in addition to the four principal acts men¬ 
tioned, the total number of assisted houses erected from the 
Armistice to March 31, 1933, may be placed at 1,350,000.®® 
Table 77 gives the numbers built under the respective acts and 
those built by private enterprise, without assistance.®^ 


TABLE 77 


Number op Dwellings Constructed in Great Britain from 1919 
TO End op First Quarter, 1933 ® 


A. With public aid 

1. England and Wales 

Addison Subsidy Act, 1919 . 174,635 

Housing (Additional Powers) Act, 

1919 39,186 

Chamberlain Act, 1923 . 438,047 

Wheatley Act, 1924 . 460,718 

Slum Clearance Act, 1930 . 8,491 


1,121,077 


Housing Act of 1925 . 

Housing (Rural Workers) Act of 

1926 . 

Small Dwellings Acquisitions Act of 

1899 . 

Rehousing of persons displaced under 

Acts of 1890 and 1925 . 

2. Scotland 

Under various acts. 

Total . 


45,000 ^ 

1,600 ® 

50,000 ® 

12,000 108,600 

145,784 ® 
1,375,461 ^ 


B. Without public aid 

1. England and Wales 

2. Scotland . 

Total . 

Grand Total ^ . 


940,686 
25,000 ® 

965,686 

2,341,147 


(а) Except for estimated figures, data from Ministry of Health, “ Four¬ 
teenth Annual Report,” pp. 94 and 262. 

(б) Pfgures comprising this total are partly estimated. Apparently some 
of these houses received aid under other acts, so that there is some duplication 
in these items with those for the principal acts. 

(c) In addition, 22,315 were under construction. 

(d) Does not include Ireland. 

66 Exact figures for this period are not yet available. 

67 Owing to a slight amoimt of duplication, as more than one act was in¬ 
volved, a precise total cannot be given. 
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Of houses built under the principal subsidy acts up to Sep¬ 
tember 30, 1932, nearly one-third were erected by or under the 
direction of Local Authorities; virtually all of these were as¬ 
sisted. Of the remainder, erected by private enterprise, about 
one-third received state aid. Following is a summary for Eng¬ 
land and Wales: 



With 

Without 



state aid 

state aid 

Total 

By Local Authorities. 

. 678,922 

7,460 

686,372 

By private enterprise .... 

. 4-17,465 

789,799 

1,207,264 


1,096,387 

797,249 

1,893,636 


The total capital cost of all subsidy houses in England and 
Wales erected up to March 31,1933, was approximately £651,- 
000,000. Of this total, approximately £400,000,000 repre¬ 
sented the cost of the houses provided by the Local Authori¬ 
ties.®® Practically the entire amount was borrowed by them 
either through the Public Works Loan Board, from the public 
through the sale of local government bonds, or on short-term 
obligations. In addition they borrowed large amounts under 
other housing acts. 

Where the Local Authorities themselves built the houses, 
they retained the national subsidy as an offset to the loss in¬ 
curred.®® Where the houses were erected by private enterprise 
or by housing societies, subject to government aid, the usual 
procedure was to pay the national subsidy to the Local Author¬ 
ity for transmission to the actual builder. In some cases the 
national subsidy was paid direct to the building agency. 

Houses built by the Local Authorities and all houses built 
under the Wheatley Act were to be rented. Most of those built 
under the Chamberlain Act were built for sale. In many cases 
the subsidy under this act was commuted from an annual grant 
to lump sum payments, amounting to about £75 to £100 per 
house for houses erected prior to September 30,1927, and from 

Ministry of Health, “ Fourteenth Annual Report,” p. 105. 

69 This does not mean that the Local Authorities actually conducted the 
work of erection, although this was done in a small percentage of cases. The 
usual procedure was for the Local Authorities to let contracts at public bidding 
to commercial builders. 
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£50 to £80 for those erected since that date; the payments were 
usually made by the Local Authority to the builder, the former 
continuing to receive annual grants from the national treasury 
to offset these payments. Under the Housing (Additional Pow¬ 
ers) Act of 1919, the subsidy was invariably paid in a lump 
sum. 

BRITISH TAX BURDEN ON ACCOUNT OF HOUSING SUBSIDIES 

Nearly all subsidy acts in Great Britain, as already stated, 
provided that the annual loss represented by the difference be¬ 
tween an economic rental for the houses erected and the rental 
actually obtained should be borne by the national treasury and 
the various localities. Thus it fell on the tax payers and the 
“ rates ” payers.Under the Addison Act, practically the en¬ 
tire loss fell on the national treasury.^^ The liability of the na¬ 
tional government was in a sense unlimited or at least indeter¬ 
minate, depending upon the cost of the houses. It frequently 
amounted to more than £50 per house per year, while the loss to 
the Local Authorities often was only £5 or £6 per house. This 
provision worked to the disadvantage of the national govern¬ 
ment, and under the Chamberlain and Wheatley Acts its lia¬ 
bility was limited to a specific sum annually, this being subject 
to periodic revision. The Chamberlain Act provided for a na¬ 
tional subsidy of £6 per house per year over a period of twenty 
years. In 1927 this was reduced to £4 per house, and in 1928 
the subsidy was repealed so far as new construction was con¬ 
cerned, effective in October, 1929. 

Under the Wheatley Act the subsidy originally was £9 per 
house per year in urban areas over a period of forty years.'^^ 
It was voted in 1927 to reduce this to £7 10s. per year, and 
again in 1928 to £6, effective in October, 1929, but before that 

70 In Great Britain “taxes” are paid to the national government; “rates” 
are the local taxes. The tax to meet the local subsidy was in addition to the 
usual taxes levied on real estate. 

71 The only portion borne by the localities under this act was that repre¬ 
sented by a tax of Id. in the pound of “ rateable valuation.” 

72 In rural areas the subsidy was considerably higher. 
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date the labor government returned to power and rescinded 
the second reduction. 

Any loss on buildings erected under the Chamberlain and 
Wheatley Acts which was not covered by the national subsidies 
fell upon the Local Authorities.^® 

Under the Slum Clearance Act of 1930 the national subsidy 
is £2 5s, per person displaced, or a little over £11 per house 
containing five persons. The local subsidy is about £3 15s. per 
house, making a total of £15 per house. Both subsidies run for 
forty years. 

At one time it seemed probable that the aggregate loss to 
British tax payers and rate payers on account of housing sub¬ 
sidies might exceed £2,000,000,000. The loss under the Addi¬ 
son Act was originally estimated by one writer at more than 
£1,000,000,000, while that under the Wheatley Act, which con¬ 
templated the erection of 2,500,000 houses, was ofiicially esti¬ 
mated at £1,346,000,000, of which two-thirds was to fall on the 
national Exchequer and one-third on the Local Authorities. 
The Addison Act, was, however, repealed when the building 
program was only about one-third completed, and the number 
of houses erected under the Wheatley Act fell far below the 
scheduled output.^® Early in 1933, moreover. Parliament voted 
to end the subsidy policy except in the case of slum clearance 
projects. This means a very sharp reduction in the ultimate 
cost of subsidies from early estimates; but the change in policy 
does not relieve the national or local governments from subsidy 
payments on account of houses actually completed or con¬ 
tracted for at the time the various subsidy acts were repealed. 

If it could be assumed that the various factors involved — 
rents, taxes, interest, and subsidies — would remain unchanged 
until the various subsidy periods expired, it would be a com- 

73 For further data on this point see pp. 464-455. 

74 Veiller, Lawrence, “ How England Is Meeting the Housing Shortage,” 
p. 1. 

75 Thus against more than 1,000,000 houses contemplated under that Act by 
December 31, 1932, the number erected up to September 30 of that year was 
less than 440,000. 
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paratively simple matter to calculate the ultimate cost. As a 
matter of fact, all of these factors are subject to change; inter¬ 
est rates have already worked somewhat lower. What they will 
be in the years ahead cannot, of course, be forecast. The sub¬ 
sidy payments under the Chamberlain and Wheatley Acts are 
subject to periodic revision, and it seems probable that they will 
be reduced in the future if conditions permit. In the meantime, 
efforts are being made to increase the rents obtained for sub¬ 
sidy houses, not only by a general advance in rentals but by 
such an allocation of houses that persons unable to pay a rela¬ 
tively high rent will be housed in small houses or those of rela¬ 
tively low rental.’’® 

As a result of these changes, there is reason to believe that the 
aggregate loss to British tax and rate payers will be far less 
than seemed probable a few years ago. Nevertheless the grand 
total is certain to reach an extremely high figure; an approxi¬ 
mate idea of it may be gained from Chart 73. 

The total amount actually disbursed by the national treas¬ 
ury on account of housing subsidies in England and Wales up 
to March 31, 1933, was approximately £123,000,000.^^ Pay¬ 
ments on account of national subsidies to Scottish houses were 

76 Except in the case of the Addison Act, the loss to the national treasury 
will not be affected by changes in rents, interest, or taxes, since under the 
other acts the treasury's contribution is a fixed sum annually per house. Its loss 
will of course be affected by changes in the subsidy, 

77 The number of houses built under each principal subsidy act and the 
total payments from the national treasury for subsidies from 1919 to March 
SI, 1988, were as follows (England and Wales only) : 



Number of 

Total 


homes 

exchequer 



payments 

Addison Act, 1919 

174,635 £ 

83,123,705 a 

Housing (Additional Powers) Act, 1919 

39,186 

9,498,156 

Chamberlain Act, 1928 

438,047 

15,103,856 

Wheatley Act, 1924 

460,718 

15,498,341 

Housing (Rural Workers) Acts of 1926 and 1931 

5,787 

21,899 

Slum Clearance Act, 1930 

8,491 

65,230 


1,126,864 £123,801,187 


(a) Includes expenditure on 12,419 houses under various acts, in addition 
to numbers here shown. 

(Ministry of Health, “Fourteenth Annual Report,” p. 262.) 




454 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 


about £16,000,000, making a total of £139,000,000. In the fis¬ 
cal year 1933, national subsidies, including those for Scottish 
houses, were running at the rate of over £15,000,000 yearly and 
were increasing. Those by Local Authorities were more than 
£3,500,000 in 1933, making a grand total of about £18,500,- 
000 per year.^® Under the Addison Act payments will continue 
until 1979, and under the Chamberlain Act until 1943. Under 
the Wheatley Act they will continue until 1964, and pre¬ 
sumably at a somewhat larger annual rate for a time at least, 
since the total number of subsidy houses increased during 
1933.^® 

If the expenditures by the national Exchequer in 1933 under 
the respective subsidy acts were to continue unchanged, the ag¬ 
gregate future loss, including Scottish houses, would be well 
over £450,000,000. Future losses by Local Authorities, again 
assuming no change in conditions, would be nearly £150,000,- 
000. Adding to these the amounts already spent up to March 
31, 1933, the total would be around £750,000,000. This is ex¬ 
clusive of the cost of slum clearance, which may add from £50,- 

000,000 to £soo,ooo,ooo.«® 

As above indicated, the actual loss may be substantially less. 
However, it seems quite possible that the ultimate loss to the 
national treasury alone may run well in excess of £400,000,- 
000; the loss to the Local Authorities, including payments al¬ 
ready made, may exceed £100,000,000; it cannot be estimated 
with any degree of accuracy since not only may rentals and 
operating and interest costs change, but eventually the Local 

78 For a large part of this period the pound was below par, and the exact 
equivalents in United States currency cannot be stated. 

79 Construction under the Addison and Chamberlain Acts has ceased, so 
that there should be no increase in the annual amount of subsidy. Since the 
payments under the Housing (Additional Powers) Act of 1919 were made on 
a lump sum basis, there is no continuing charge under that Act. Payments 
under the Wheatley Act may increase somewhat because of houses still in 
process of construction or under contract when the subsidy was terminated. 

80 The cost to the treasury under the Slum Clearance Act of 1930 was 
originally estimated by the government at £250,000,000. Expenditures under 
this act up to date have been comparatively small, but since in discontinuing 
subsidies under other acts it was proposed to continue slum clearance on an 
extensive scale, the ultimate cost will presumably be heavy. 



455 


GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION 

Authorities will own large numbers of homes debt-free, the 
value of which can be set against losses incurred through 
subsidies.®’^ 

To sum up, it seems possible that Great Britain’s post-War 
venture into government aid to housing, exclusive of slum clear¬ 
ance work, may involve a total loss of £500,000,000 on account 
of subsidies. There is a further loss, which cannot be deter¬ 
mined, through some remission of interest or instalment repay¬ 
ments on loans, which were also extensively employed to aid 
housing. As in all cases involving future contingencies, this es¬ 
timate is subject to a wide margin of error. A general return 
to an economic rent in Great Britain would, of course, cut the 
loss heavily. Even if rent control is abolished in 1938, this will 

81 Under the Chamberlain and Wheatley* Acts, it is possible that the loss 
to the Local Authority may in some cases be practically nil, as shown in the 


following hypothetical case, taken from 

“ Garden Cities and Town Planning ” 

for August, 1930 (p. 196): 

Or. 



Dr. 

Exchequer subsidy, 40 years 

£ 300 

House and site 

£ 400 

Rate subsidy, 40 years [This 


Interest for 60 years (5 per 


is the special tax to provide 


cent) 

866 

the local subsidy] 

150 

Repairs (£6 10 0 per house), 


Rent, 8s. 6d, weekly, 60 years 

1,326 

60 years 

390 

Tenants rate, 60 years [This 


Cost of rate services 

450 

is the ordinary local tax on 
real estate] 

450 

Credit balance to general rate 

121 


£2,226 


£2,226 


In this table the national or exchequer subsidy is figured at £7 10 0 yearly 
for forty years and the “ rate ” or local subsidy at one-half that amount. The 
weekly rent is the net rent exclusive of the ordinary local tax or “ rate ” paid 
by the tenant, the aggregate amount of which is shown as the last item in the 
first column, namely £450. Interest apparently is figured on the amount of 
money borrowed. The cost of the “ rate ’’ service is the cost to the Local Au¬ 
thorities of providing such services — gas, water, etc. The balance of £121 
may be regarded as a credit against the special local subsidy rate of £150. 

If the credit balance be realized, the net loss to the rate payers of the locality 
over the entire period would be only £29, viz., the difference between the credit 
balance of £121 and the local rate ” subsidy of £150. Indeed, it is possible 
that the Local Authority could make a profit (at the expense of the national 
treasury) if the houses have any substantial value when all debts incurred by 
the Local Authority for their erection are paid off. Such a profit to the Loc^ 
Authorities is highly doubtful; instead, it appears that they, like the national 
Exchequer, will suffer a heavy loss. The Local Authority cannot make a profit 
under the Addison Act, since the national subsidy is not to exceed the actual 
loss to the locality. The national treasury loses under all acts. 
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not assure a return to an economic rent; moreover, the cost of 
many of these subsidy houses, especially those built under the 
Addison Act, was so high that an economic rental cannot be 
expected. 

When the subsidy policy was inaugurated it was hoped that 
by 1927 rentals would have increased and maintenance costs 
would have fallen sufficiently to eliminate the need of further 
substantial payments. The fact that payments on account of 
the Addison houses alone, despite some reduction, are still 
running at the rate of over £6,800,000 per year shows that this 
expectation has failed of realization in no small degree. 

EFFECT OF SUBSIDIES ON BUILDING COSTS 

There has been a vast amount of discussion in Parliament 
and in the British press as to the effect of British housing sub¬ 
sidies on the cost of building. Many advocates of housing aid 
contend that subsidies per se have had only a negligible effect 
on costs. On the other hand, it is maintained with equal vigor 
that increases in the amount of subsidy have been a chief cause 
of increases in costs. 

Table 78 gives figures of average cost, or average tender 
prices, of subsidized houses on various dates, together with 
principal changes in subsidy legislation. It will be seen that the 
passage of the Addison subsidy Act was accompanied by an 
extremely sharp rise in costs. The limitation placed on contract 
prices in Pebruary, 1921, was followed by a violent drop in 
these prices, with a still further decline later in the year after 
the Addison scheme was restricted to a total of 176,000 houses 
instead of 500,000 as originally contemplated. The passage of 
the Chamberlain Act in 1923 was followed by a moderate ad¬ 
vance in prices, as was the passage of the Wheatley Act in 1924. 
After reductions in the Chamberlain and Wheatley subsidies in 
1927 a drop in tender prices occurred, while the cancellation of 
the proposed further reduction in the Wheatley subsidy was 
succeeded by an increase. 

On its face the table suggests a definite relationship between 
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changes in the subsidy and changes in building costs. That this 
was the case was repeatedly asserted, and in turn denied, in 
Parhamentary debates on the housing question. 

Mr. Neville Chamberlain, when Minister of Health, repeat- 

TABLE 78 

Changes in Average Tender Prices of Non-Parlor Subsidy Houses 
IN England and Wales, 1919—27, with Principal Changes 
IN Subsidy Legislation ® 


Date Average Comment 

tender f rices 
non-parlor houses 


June, 1919 

£643 


July, 1919 

713 

Addison Subsidy Act passed July 31, 
lOlO.** 

January, 1920 

782 


October, 1920 

888 


February, 1921 

824 

In February, 1921, Dr. Addison re¬ 
fused to consider tenders exceeding 
a certain figure. 

March, 1921 

700 

Subsidy limited July, 1921, to a total 
of 176,000 houses (in England and 
Wales). 

December, 1921 

614 


August, 1922 

370 


December, 1922 

346 

Chamberlain Act passed July, 1923. 

March quarter, 1924< 

398 

Wheatley Act passed July, 1924. 

September quarter, 1924 

424 


March quarter, 1925 

438 


December quarter, 1925 

444 


March quarter, 1927 

425 

Both Chamberlain and Wheatley 
subsidies reduced early in 1927. 

March quarter, 1928 

368 

Chamberlain subsidy repealed in 
1928.® 

Wheatley subsidy reduced in 1928.® 

March quarter, 1929 

339 

Second reduction in Wheatley sub¬ 
sidy cancelled in summer of 1929. 

March quarter, 1930 

335 


(a) In this connection, see Charts 

1 57 and 74. 


(b) In nearly all cases changes in subsidies were preceded by discussion, 
so that the effect may have appeared before the changes were actually ordered. 

(c) Effective October, 1929. 
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edly insisted in the House of Commons that increases in the rate 
of subsidy were the principal cause of increases in the cost of 
subsidy houses. That they were an important factor was as¬ 
serted by the Earl of Onslow in the House of Lords, as follows: 

“ It is clear, I think, that whatever factors there might be in 
reducing or increasing the price of houses, one constant factor 
has existed all through . . . the price has regularly risen and 
fallen as the subsidy rose or fell. There has been that difference 
always. I contend that if you want cheap houses — houses that 
the poorest worker of the community can afford to pay for — the 
way to get them has been shown by a reduction of the subsidy.” 

One member of the House of Commons said, “ Whenever the 
subsidy was increased the price of houses rose.” 

In 1933 the Minister of Health was reported as saying, 
“ We know that subsidies have always had the effect of increas¬ 
ing costs. I do not explain it; I only know it is so.” On the 
other hand, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of 
Health in 1929 argued that the reduction in the cost of houses 
was largely a reflection of a decline in wholesale prices. In this 
connection she cited figures showing that the wholesale price 
index fell from 322 in 1920 to 197.7 in 1921 and to 159.9 some¬ 
what later.®® 

An American writer, while holding that the major movement 
of building costs was not due to subsidies, said: 

“ The reduction in building costs since the peak at the close of 
1920 has been world-wide and unconnected with Dr. Addison, But 
Great Britain’s peak rose to an extra height because of the Gov¬ 
ernment’s policy, and it was that extra height which collapsed at 
the touch of an executive order.” ®® 

82 Onslow, Earl of, “ Parliamentary Debates,” House of Lords, July 23, 
1929, p. 209. 

83 Wood, Sir Kingsley, “Slum Clearance: A Reply” (Nineteenth Century 
and After, April, 1930, p. 481). 

84 Quoted by Harvey, Walter, Director and General Manager of the Burn¬ 
ley Building Society, “The New Housing Bill” (Statist, Building Societies 
Section, London, April 29, 1933, p. 8). 

85 Lawrence, A. S., “ Parliamentary Debates,” House of Commons, July 
15, 1929, p. 128. 

86 Wood, E. E., “ Housing Progress in Western Europe,” p. 53. 
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A fair conclusion seems to be that while the course of build¬ 
ing costs in a broad way reflected the course of wholesale prices 
and wages, intermediate fluctuations of considerable impor¬ 
tance were directly caused or influenced by corresponding 
changes in subsidy legislation. 

- CHART 74- - 

COST PER CUBIC METRE OF STRUCTURE COMPLETE, OF A WORKIKS 
MAN’S HOUSE IN AMSTERDAM, HOLLAND, UNDER STATE-AIDED SCHEME 
AND UNDER PRIVATE ENTERPRISE: 1914-1924 

Charged from Peporl of Chief Inspec+or of Housing., The Hague, 
for the League of Nations, furnished through courtesy of 
United States Department of Commerce. 



Year 

KCY 

. . . Cost under State aided scheme. 

Cost under Private enterprise. 

^ Guilder = 40 Cents# 

In this connection, experience with the cost of subsidized 
building in the Netherlands shortly after the War is pertinent. 
As shown in Chart 74, building costs per cubic meter under 
state-aided schemes were for several years very much higher 
than the corresponding costs of houses built by private enter- 
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prise. Later on, the costs of subsidized houses began to ap¬ 
proach those of privately built structures. 

The feverish anxiety in England to secure houses under the 
Addison scheme at a time when the industry was not efficiently 
organized for the work had a direct tendency to increase costs. 
The following statement by the Chairman of the London 
County Council is suggestive: 

“ On the London County Council we were informed by the Hous¬ 
ing Board that we were not to inquire too particularly into the 
cost; that we were to build houses at any cost. I said, ‘At any 
cost.?’ and the answer was, ‘Yes, . . . never mind the cost.’”®’^ 

Charges of wholesale profiteering by land owners, builders, 
dealers in building materials, and by labor under the Addi¬ 
son Act were repeatedly made. 

The Departmental Committee on High Cost of Building ap¬ 
pointed in 1920 to investigate this matter exonerated builders 
and held that the principal cause of the increased cost of build¬ 
ing was the high cost of labor due to a reduction in the workers’ 
output. The committee maintained that even if overhead 
charges and builders’ profit were estimated on the basis of the 
highest figures quoted, a considerable proportion of the cost 
would remain unaccounted for; as a result of the evidence 
heard, and of its own investigations, the committee came to the 
conclusion that this could be attributed only to the diminished 
output of labor. “We are satisfied that there has in fact been a 
reduction in output, and that this reduction is common, though 
in varying degrees, to all trades.” ®® 

In connection with these charges of reduction in output, it 
may be noted that one housing authority presents comparisons 
of output for “ straightforward ” bricklaying based on rough 
estimates for certain large London County Council contracts 

Downham, Lord, ” Parliamentary Debates,” House of Lords, July 17, 
1919, p, 705. 

s8 Ministry of Health (Great Britain), “Report of the Departmental Com¬ 
mittee on the High Cost of Building Working Class Dwellings ” (His Majesty’s 
Stationery Office, London, 1921), p. 23. 
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which indicated that as against an average output of 1000 
bricks per man per day in 1914, only 200 bricks per day 
were laid in 1920.®® In the meantime wages had advanced from 
8s. 9d. to 18s. 8d., so that the indicated cost of laying 1000 
bricks in 1920 was more than ten times that in 1914. After 
1920 there was some improvement, the average number of 
bricks laid per day rising to 500 in 1922; but in 1924 it was 
only 469. 

The assertion has repeatedly been made that housing sub¬ 
sidies in Great Britain did not provide homes for the poorest 
classes; the following statement is typical: 

“ The tragedy of Government Housing in the last ten years is 
that while 1,300,000 houses have been built by Local Authorities, 
Public Utility Societies, and private enterprise, at a total cost to 
the State estimated at 600 millions [£], yet the unskilled artisan 
with a large family is still miserably housed. That is the root of 
the problem. . . .” ®® 

This opinion finds substantial corroboration in the reports 
of various governmental agencies. The British Ministry of 
Health held in 1931 that despite the construction of 1,250,000 
new houses there was considerable evidence that there had been 
“ discouragingly little improvement in the worst cases of over¬ 
crowding and unhealthy conditions.” ®’^ The Inter-Depart¬ 
mental Committee for the Rent Restrictions Acts held in 1931 
that of over 1,500,000 new houses erected since the War, only 
the 600,000 built by the Local Authorities could be considered 
as available to the lower-income classes of the population. 

It may be said that the supply of accommodation available for 
the poorer section of the population appears to have been in¬ 
creased by about 10 per cent. On the other hand, the supply of 
houses for the classes who can alford to buy has been increased 

89 Fremantle, Lt. Col. F. E., “The Housing of the Nation,” p. 111. 

■ 90 Townroe, B. S., Garden Cities and Town Planning, November, 1929, 
p. 258. 

91 Ministry of Health, “Twelfth Annual Report,” year ending March 31, 
1931, p. 99. 
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by about one million, which is an increase of about 50 per 
cent. . . 

“ It is clear , . . from the evidence, that this large number of 
new houses has not had the elfect of improving the conditions of 
the poorest workers to the extent which might have been antici¬ 
pated. For this we think that there are two principal reasons; in 
the first place the increase in the number of houses, though large 
in itself, must be considered in relation to other relevant factors, 
such as the probable increase in the number of working class fami¬ 
lies ; and, secondly the general moving or ‘ filtering up ’ process, 
on which reliance was placed to improve the conditions of the 
poorest has, for reasons which we discuss later, not taken place to 
the extent which was hoped.” 

There was more or less complaint that the subsidy legislation 
miscarried. In particular it was alleged that subsidies were 
sometimes granted for houses whose occupants owned motor¬ 
cars.®^ In one case a subsidy for a gamekeeper’s cottage was 
reported. 

In the debates in Parliament, criticism has frequently been 
made that housing subsidies tend to demoralize or pauperize 
the beneficiaries. Whatever the merit of this contention, it ap¬ 
pears clearly established that many British tenants are not 
paying so high a rent as they could fairly afford to pay. A 
leading British statistician and economist, Arthur L. Bowley, 
after an elaborate study of the cost of living in several im¬ 
portant industrial cities in England in 1924 held that there 
could be no doubt that this was true of a considerable propor¬ 
tion of wage-earning families. He found that the percentage of 
family income devoted to rent was much below the traditional 
ratio of one-sixth prevailing before the War. He reported that 
in Warrington his sample study disclosed forty-eight families, 

02 ‘‘ Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee,” p. 19« 

03 Ihid.f pp. 21-22. 

04 During the debate in the House of Commons on December 3, 1929, a 
member asked for the number of subsidized houses built in Glasgow during the 
past ten years and also for the number of those which were occupied by owners 
of motor-cars. The government was unable to answer the latter question 
(Train, Parliamentary Debates,” House of Commons, December 3, 1929, 
p. 2141). 
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and in Bolton fifty families, having weekly incomes of £8 (160 
shillings) who were paying a rent of less than eight shillings. In 
this connection he remarked, “ It is suggested that housing 
authorities are too timid to venture, and working-class families 
too unwilling to devote an adequate part of their income to 
house accommodation.” Studies of living conditions among 
groups of wage-earning families in certain British industrial 
centers by Mr. Bowley in 1913 and 1924 showed the following 
comparisons for the town of Warrington: 

1918 1924. 

Average weekly family income .... 39s. 6d. 97s. 4d. 

Average net rent . 4s. 8d. 7s. 3d. 

Ratio of rent to income. 12% 7f% 

This shows that against an increase of nearly 150 per cent 
in family income the increase in rent paid was about 55 per 
cent. A special point is that the proportion of the total budget 
expended for rent was generally lowest in the case of families 
with relatively high incomes. Mr. Bowley reported that in War¬ 
rington rent averaged 5 per cent or less of the income of fami¬ 
lies (one-sixth of all) whose income was over £7 weekly, whereas 
formerly it amounted to 10 per cent. Where the weekly family 
income was £3, the rent was in 1924 about 10 per cent; of the 
corresponding pre-War income of 30s. it was 14 per cent.®'^ 

Since restrictive rent legislation went into operation in Great 
Britain the real wages of British wage-earners have shown an 
appreciable increase. This is brought out by Chart 75. The 
curves for money wages and real wages are taken from the Min¬ 
istry of Labour Gazette. The index for rent, compiled from 
data published in the Gazette, has been added for purposes of 
comparison. 

That many British families were unwilling to pay as high 
a rent as they could afford was asserted by one writer, as 
follows: 

05 Bowley, A. L., and Hogg, M. H., “Has Poverty Diminished?” (P. S. 
King and Son, Ltd., London, 1925), p. 7. 

96 Ibid., p. 91. 

9T Ibid., p. 7. 
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“ Alleged inability to pay economic rents is due largely or 
mainly to the mordinate proportion of the weekly expenditure of 
the household income set apart as a first charge to provide for 
items which are either unnecessary or are extravagantly excessive. 

“ The average weekly epscessim expenditure of a considerable 
proportion of working class households in respect of drink, to¬ 
bacco, amusements, betting, etc., far exceeds the weekly ‘inclu¬ 
sive ’ [i.e., the rent plus local taxes] rent charged for the 
dwelling.” 

That some British tenants are not paying as much rent as they 
can reasonably afPord to pay is also clearly indicated by reports 
of the British Ministry of Health. 

Representatives of labor raised the contention that housing 
subsidies and other so-called “ social services ” had a tendency 
to depress wages. A member of the House of Commons cited a 
report of the adjudicator of a committee of inquiry for the 
wool textile industry to the effect that in determining wages it 
was necessary to take account of the value of such indirect in¬ 
come received by the workers. He further asserted that widows’ 
pensions were likewise taken into consideration in determining 
the rate of wages, adding, “ I wish, as far as possible, to safe¬ 
guard work people and to prevent employers of labor from 
using this or any other scheme as a means of subsidizing low 
wages.” 

The most positive result of Great Britain’s subsidy policy is 
that the supply of housing was substantially increased. 
Whereas the number of houses in England and Wales per 1000 
population fell from 215 in 1911 to 212 in 1921, it was 244 in 
1931.^°® This indicates an average of about 4.1 persons per 
house in 1931 as against 4.6 in 1911.^°^ In Scotland the num¬ 
ber of persons per house fell from 4.69 in 1911 to 4.21 in 1931. 
While a reduction in the average size of families may have been 

Shelton, A. W., ‘‘ Housing of the People,’^ p. 14. 

9^ Davies, Rhys, “ Parliamentary Debates,” House of Commons, June 19, 
1980, p. 471. 

100 Provisional census returns. 

101 In comparing these averages with those in Chart 10, it should be noted 
that the latter are per dwelling. 
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partly responsible, there can be little doubt that the subsidy 
program contributed to this bettering of conditions. However, 
as clearly shown, this does not imply a corresponding improve¬ 
ment in slum conditions, which, nearly all authorities agree, 
were not really reached by the subsidy policy. Instead, the new 
houses were in the main secured by relatively well-paid workers 
and not by those in the lowest-income groups. 

EUROPEAN OPINION ABOUT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

Although, as shown, restrictive rent legislation is still in 
force in several European countries, the preponderant opin¬ 
ion appears to be strongly against its continuance as a per¬ 
manent policy. The retention of such legislation there is gener¬ 
ally defended on the ground that until the supply of housing 
is further increased there is danger of profiteering by land¬ 
lords if restrictions are removed. 

With respect to public assistance to housing through such 
methods as subsidies, loans, and tax exemption, there appears 
to be more difference of opinion. Although public aid had been 
granted in many European countries prior to the World War, 
the exceptional assistance undertaken after its close was at the 
time generally regarded as an emergency policy to meet an 
extraordinary crisis. A representative of the International 
Labour OfBce in 1928 held that apart from the Russian Soviet 
Republic and Austria 

“ the policy adopted has been merely one of granting financial aid 
to house building, with the aim of encouraging private enterprise 
by relief from taxation or by subsidies, so as to bridge over the 
interval until the gradual rise in rents (a parallel item in the 
policy) once more brings them to a level where house budding 
offers a sufficient return on capital.” 

In the Scandinavian countries government assistance, except 
in the case of rural settlers, appears to have been regarded as 

102 Pribram, Karl, “The Financing of House Building in Countries with 
Rent Restriction Legislation: I” (International Labour Review, September, 
1928, p. 360). 
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an emergency policy. In the Netherlands likewise government 
assistance was rapidly curtailed as soon as the acute shortage 
was relieved, although there is some sentiment in favor of con¬ 
tinuing to offer it to the lowest-income groups. In Switzerland, 

TABLE 79 

Number of New Dwellings and Number Receiving State Aid in 



Sweden, 1917 

-1929 ® 




Number of 



Number of 

dwellings 



dwellings 

receiving 


Year 

provided 

state aid 

Per cent 

1917 

6,818 

3,293 

48.3 

1918 

5,203 

1,478 

28.4 

1919 

4,915 

1,081 

22.0 

1920 

4,524 

3,385 

74.8 

1921 

6,365 

3,867 

60.7 

1922 

6,360 

3,069 

48.3 

1923 

9,461 

2,922 

30.9 

1924 

11,901 

2,405 

20.2 

1925 

13,042 

2,360 

18.1 

1926 

14,221 

1,288 

9.1 

1927 

15,095 

2,996 

19.8 

1928 

16,399 

1,162 

7.1 

1929 

16,000® 

1,140 

7.1 


130,304 

30,446 

23.4 

(a) ILO, “ Housing 

Policy in Europe,” 

pp. 122 and 126. 



(6) Approximate figures. 

These figures include dwellings remodelled as well as strictly new 
construction. The net increase in dwellings is smaller than that shown 
in the table, since in every year certain dwellings were demolished. 
From 1917 to 1923 inclusive, the average number demolished was 426. 
In 1928 it was 1705; in 1929 it was 2200. 

In addition to the dwellings shown as receiving state aid, some 206,- 
000,000 kroner have been loaned under a special fund created in 1904 
by the Swedish government to facilitate the acquisition of dwelling- 
houses and agricultural holdings in rural districts, enabling 52,658 

borrowers to acquire homes (p. 128). 

The above figures relate to assistance furnished by the State. In 
addition, a considerable amount of assistance has been granted by 
some Swedish cities, but precise data are not available. 
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public assistance has been largely abandoned. In Italy and 
Czechoslovakia there appears to be no definite assurance of an 
early return to full reliance on private enterprise. G-ermany in¬ 
tends to terminate government aid in 19S6. Belgium, in spite of 
a marked revival of commercial building, seems to have defi¬ 
nitely adopted public aid as a permanent policy for certain 
classes of the population. What may be done in France after 
the completion of the Loucheur scheme can only be conjectured. 
Austria seems to be definitely committed to a policy of state- 
aided, or, rather, state-provided, housing. 

In several countries where restrictive rent legislation and 
housing aid were withdrawn in whole or in part, there has been 
a marked increase in commercial building. This has been espe¬ 
cially true in nearly all the Scandinavian countries, in several 
of which commercial building after 1927 exceeded the pre-War 
volume. Table 79 gives the number and proportion of state- 
aided dwellings in Sweden from 1917 to 1929, showing that 
whereas in 1920 and 1921 over 60 per cent of new dwellings re¬ 
ceived public aid, in 1928 and 1929, when there was a great 
increase in the volume of building, the proportion was only 
7.1 per cent. 

In Iceland- there was a similar increase in private building 
after rent control ceased. A report by Edward M. Groth, consul 
at Copenhagen, Denmark, says: 

“ In 1917 rents were restricted by law and this control con¬ 
tinued until 1926. With abolition of control, rents rose and with the 
incentive of higher returns a building boom began which continued 
until the end of the first half of 1931, after which construction 
practically ceased.” 

In the Netherlands, where rent control has been terminated, 
and in Belgium there has likewise been a great increase in pri¬ 
vate, unaided, construction. 

However, the assertion is frequently made that the cost of 
shelter of a reasonably satisfactory standard is beyond the 
103 Monthly Labour Review, April, 1932, p, 807. 
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means of the lower-income groups in nearly all European 
countries.^®^ 

In Great Britain there has been a sharp division of opinion 
over the nation’s housing poHcy. Government assistance has 
been bitterly assailed as extravagant and socially unwise; yet 
one subsidy bill after another has been enacted. Conservative 
opinion in Great Britain has long been opposed to subsidies to 
housing in principle. On the other hand, the labor and other 
sociahst elements in Parliament have shown a disposition to ad¬ 
vocate public assistance as a permanent policy; some socialist 
writers have gone so far as to suggest that eventually housing 
may be provided rent-free in much the same way that education 
is furnished.^®® 

The burden imposed on the Exchequer by the government’s 
subsidy policy was greatly accentuated by the change in eco¬ 
nomic conditions in recent years, and in April, 1933, as already 
noted. Parliament voted to terminate subsidies except in a very 
restricted field. Already there had been some scahng down of 
the expenditure for government assistance. Moreover, private 
enterprise building, without any assistance, had been steadily 
gaining. Whereas during the period 1919 to March 31, 1928, 
of 1,105,000 houses built in England and Wales 724,000, or 
65 per cent, were state-aided, of 750,000 houses built during 
the four fiscal years 1928—32 the percentage fell to 45; for 
the fiscal year 1932 alone it was 33. In the year ended March 
31,1933, it was 28.5. 

The facts presented in this chapter show that whatever the 
justification of post-War intervention in housing in Europe 
may have been and whatever benefits it may have yielded, it has 
resulted in a dislocation of the entire building industry and has 


104 See article by Senator Dr, F, M. Wibaut, in the October, 1931, issue of 
Housing. Of conditions in France, Dr. Wibaut says: "^In the Paris district — 
and one might say in the whole of France — private enterprise has not built a 
single dwelling for the worker on a profit-earning basis ” (p. 223). 

105 Barnes, Harry, “Housing’’ (Ernest Benn, Ltd., London, 1923), and 
Simon, E. D., “How to Abolish the Slums” (Longmans, Green and Co., 
London, 1929). 
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been responsible for many evils, aside from an enormous burden 
upon the tax payers which in several countries will continue for 
many years. Moreover, the lower-income classes were not bene¬ 
fited to any such extent as was intended. 

Some of the salient facts of the experience with restrictive 
rent legislation and with government aid to housing in Great 
Britain and some other countries are epitomized at the close of 
this chapter. 

BESTRICXrVE RENT LEGISLATION IN THE UNITED STATES 

Except for the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Relief Act of 1918, 
a war measure intended to prevent evictions or unreasonable 
increases in rent in the case of certain families of men 
in service, national legislation on rent control in the United 
States was limited to the District of Columbia and to two 
measures: 

(1) The Saulsbury Resolution of 1918. 

(2) The Ball Rent Act of 1919. 

The Saulsbury Resolution, subject to certain conditions and 
exceptions, was designed to protect tenants in the District of 
Columbia, whose leases ran for one month or longer, from evic¬ 
tion or increases in rent until the declaration of peace with Ger¬ 
many or until the repeal of the resolution. The close of the War 
did not bring the expected relief, and in 1919 this resolution 
was repealed by the Ball Rent Act, which established a Rent 
Commission with wide powers to regulate residential rentals in 
the District. 

The original legislation provided that the commission was to 
operate for two years, but subsequent amendments continued 
its existence until 1925, The original act was treated as emer¬ 
gency legislation; in 1925 the United States Supreme Court in¬ 
dicated that the emergency had ended and rent control auto¬ 
matically lapsed. An attempt to secure the passage of an act by 
Congress continuing control on a more or less permanent basis, 

on the ground that rental property and apartments in the 
106 This act applied where the rent was not over $50 per month. 
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District of Columbia are affected with a public interest,” was 
unsuccessful. 

The operation of the act was the subject of much complaint 
by real estate interests, who charged that it was confiscatory in 
principle and unjust in its application. The Rent Commission 
on its own initiative could change any residential rent in the 
District regardless of any agreement made between landlord 
and tenant, and indeed could penaHze a tenant who paid a rent 
that he had voluntarily agreed to pay if it was in excess of the 
amount that the commission decided he should pay. In one case 
the Court of Appeals remarked that the annual income allowed 
the landlord was so low “ that it leaves the unpleasant impres¬ 
sion that it was the purpose of the Commission to cut the income 
as close as possible to the line of confiscation without crossing 
it.” The work of the Commission was often far behind its docket, 
and this resulted in further dissatisfaction. 

Several states, notably Maine, Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
New Jersey, Nevada, and Virginia, enacted specific war meas¬ 
ures for the control of rents. These were, however, generally 
concerned with families of men in service or with conditions 
coming within the description of emergencies. Procedure under 
them was limited, and in some cases their effects seem to have 
been chiefly in their moral influence on landlords. 

Legislation of a more general character, intended to cover 
the post-War period, was enacted by New York, New Jersey, 
Massachusetts, Maine, Delaware, Illinois, Colorado, and Wis¬ 
consin, on the ground that a temporary emergency existed as 
a result of which tenants were liable to be victimized by land¬ 
lords. It took two forms: 

(1) Control of landlords through the courts. 

(2) Control through specially created rent adjustment com¬ 
missions, with varying degrees of power. 

In most states such legislation was merely permissive, author¬ 
izing municipalities to set up rent-adjustment agencies. 

The state of Wisconsin definitely provided for a rent commis¬ 
sion with regulatory powers, largely sinailar to those of the 
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commission established by the Ball Rent Act in the District of 
Columbia. The act was held unconstitutional, largely because 
by its terms it was limited in its operation to a single county. 

Numerous attempts at rent control were made by cities. In 
many cases this was done without state legislation, reliance 
being placed chiefly on public opinion and the effect of pub¬ 
licity. Action was secured through local committees represent¬ 
ing different interests. These committees held hearings in cases 
of dispute over rents and determined what constituted a fair 
rental. If a landlord failed to appear when a tenant’s complaint 
was considered just, that fact was made public. A committee of 
New London, Connecticut, served as a general model. In all, 
more than eighty such committees were organized in various 
cities and a large number of disputes were settled without re¬ 
course to litigation.^®’’ In many such cities, however, these com¬ 
mittees did not function actively. 

By far the most important instance of state legislation in¬ 
tended to cover post-War conditions was that of the state of 
New York, and there its operation was chiefly limited to a few 
of the larger cities, especially New York City, Albany, and 
Buffalo; the New York acts provided for control through the 
courts. Twelve rent acts were passed by the New York legisla¬ 
ture, all of which went into effect April 1,1920. 

Two of these acts were the subject of much controversy. In 
brief, they provided that an increase of more than 25 per cent 
in rent was to be deemed “ presumptively unjust, unreasonable 
and oppressive.” That is, the burden of proof was thrown on a 
landlord who attempted to secure a larger increase. The legis¬ 
lation was bitterly assailed by real-estate interests on the 
ground that it was confiscatory, but was upheld by the United 
States Supreme Court as a justifiable exercise of the police 
power of the state in an emergency. 

In 1926 the New York rent laws were amended so as to ex¬ 
empt from their application apartments in New York City rent- 

107 Thesis of Miss Pauline Schubart of Columbia University (mss.). Fur¬ 
nished by courtesy of Widener Library, Harvard University. 
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ing for $20 per room per month or more and those in Albany 
and Buffalo renting for $15 or more per room per month. At 
the close of 1927 the State Board of Housing found that the 
temporary features of the existing maladjustment had disap¬ 
peared. The Board therefore recommended that the rent laws 
then applying to New York City and to Buffalo should be al¬ 
lowed to lapse automatically on May 31,1928. 

Despite this finding, restrictive rent legislation was continued 
until July 1, 1929. Moreover, fresh agitation was started for 
its extension, with the result that a further act was passed by 
the New York legislature continuing control in New York City 
until May 1, 1930, for flats renting for not more than $15 
per room per month. This act was declared unconstitutional by 
the Appellate Term of the Supreme Court of New York. 

RESULTS OP BENT CONTROL IN THE UNITED STATES 

Where rent regulation was confined to local committees, 
whose activities were largely of an advisory character, it is the 
general opinion that considerable benefit was secured by pre¬ 
venting unreasonable exactions by landlords or unreasonable 
demands by tenants. 

The experience with national regulation under the Sauls- 
bury Resolution and the Ball Rent Act, indicated above, ap¬ 
pears to have been distinctly unsatisfactory, particularly from 
the standpoint of property owners. As to the operation of the 
rent laws of the state of New York, there is wide difference of 
opinion. There is general agreement that these laws tended to 
discourage new building, but since at the same time consider¬ 
able incentive to new construction was given by tax-exemption 
legislation, it is difficult to isolate the effects of the two conflict¬ 
ing types of legislation. 

One obvious effect of rent control in New York was the crea¬ 
tion of a substantial differential between the rents paid by old 

108 Housing, in its issue of September, 1929, attributed this effort to secure 
continuation of these laws largely to political considerations. While there was 
no longer a housing emergency, there was a political emergency, A municipal 
election and a political campaign impended” (p. 1S8), 
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and by new tenants. The State Board of Housing said, The 
differential was created by and is now maintained by the Rent 
Laws.” A compilation of rentals paid in October, 1923, by a 
group of 1700 tenants of four-room apartments showed that 
whereas the mean rent paid by tenants of less than one year was 
$38.03, tenants who had been occupants from five to six years 
were paying $24.44 and those who had been occupants for 
fifteen years or more, $22.18. That on the whole the laws seemed 
to operate to the immediate benefit of the tenant is suggested by 
repeated efforts to secure their extension, even after the State 
Board of Housing had declared that the emergency which led 
to their enactment had ceased to exist.^^® 

GOVERNMENT AED TO HOUSING IN THE UNITED STATES 

With the possible exception of some very recent legislation, 
the only instance of federal aid to housing in the United States 
appears to be the provision of dwellings for war workers 
through the United States Housing Corporation and the United 
States Shipping Board in connection with the World War. As 
these projects were specifically intended to further the prosecu¬ 
tion of the War, rather than to provide housing for any con¬ 
siderable part of the population, they are sharply differenti¬ 
ated from the experience with post-War housing assistance in 
Europe already discussed. 

Both these wartime housing projects of the United States 
Government involved losses of many milHons of dollars; this 
was perhaps inevitable on account of the necessity for haste and 
the general high level of cost as well as the abrupt abandonment 
of the work after the close of hostilities. 

Several of the states have undertaken at various times to as- 

109 New York State Board of Housing, Legislative Document, 1928, No. 
85, p. 10. 

110 For a more favorable opinion on the operation of rent control in the 
United States by a writer who holds that, on the whole, it accomplished its real 
purpose, securing justice for all within reasonable bounds, and that it did not 
seriously interfere with the erection of new dwellings, see Whitman, Marcus, 
“The Public Control of House Rents” (The Journal of Land and Public 
Utility Economics, July, 1926, pp. 343-361). 
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sist in providing housing. The results as measured by the num¬ 
ber of dwellings provided are in most cases so meager that they 
need Httle further reference beyond the condensed summary at 
the close of this chapter. It may be worth while, however, to 
mention that tax and other official commissions in certain states 
were severe in their condemnation of government intervention. 
The South Dakota Tax Commission in its 1922 report said of 
certain exemptions on dwelling-houses, tools, furniture, and 
other items: 

“After three years of operation we are thoroughly convinced 
that they are not only unworkable, but that they are vicious and 
should be repealed. It is clear to us that a flat reduction in dollars 
is not a fair way to grant an exemption, if in fact any exemption 
is fair. It means that property already taxed to the limit must he 
taxed more heavily to make up for the loss from exemption 
and that no good results can be discerned from the exemption 
allowed.” 

A committee of the legislature of California, after reviewing 
experience with two land colonies, urged that the state “ never 
enter into another land settlement scheme.” On the other 
hand, the policy of aiding veterans to acquire homes appears to 
have given general satisfaction. 

Reviewing the disastrous results of a similar land-settlement 
scheme in Washington, the Land Settlement Board of that 
state said: 

“ The board believes that the whole land settlement scheme is 
uneconomic, un-American, socialistic, paternalistic, and contrary 
to the best interests of the settlers and State. . . . 

“ The board further believes that the whole scheme of financial 
State or Government aid to individuals, organizations or corpora¬ 
tions, is fundamentally wrong and can only result in disaster; that 
the individual must be self-reliant, and not dependent upon the 

111 “ Report of the Tax Commission of South Dakota, 1921—1922 ” (State 
Publishing Company, Pierre, 1922), p. 6. 

112 Cleary, C. W., “Division of Land Settlement” (Reprint from the 
Monthly Bulletin, December, 1927, Department of Agriculture, State of Cali¬ 
fornia), p. 6. 
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Government for financial support; that the only reason that our 
country exists today is because of the independent self-reliance of 
our forefathers; that the present tendencies to ape the old customs 
of Europe would, if persisted in, finaUy result in the old order of 
things — landlord and tenant — which is, in effect, financial servi¬ 
tude for the farmer.” 

Special mention may be made of the experience with tax 
exemption in New York City under a state law enacted in 1920 
permitting counties or municipalities to grant exemption from 
local taxes until January 1,1932, for all new dwellings, except 
hotels, erected prior to certain dates; this exemption did not 
apply to the land. New York City was the only community to 
take advantage of the legislation. Under it, over $900,000,- 
000 of new dwelling-house construction, including apartment- 
houses, was completed. This large volume of construction has 
often been cited as proof of the efficacy of the law in stimulating 
new building. On the other hand, it has been pointed out that 
during the same period there was a building boom through 
the country, and that even without tax exemption there would 
have been a great increase in construction in New York City. 

A serious charge against this legislation's that while land- 
owners, promoters, builders, and financing agencies reaped 
large profits, the tax-payers as a whole paid the bill, for during 
the period the exemption was in force it appears that the com¬ 
munity lost nearly $200,000,000 in taxes, which means that the 
burden was shifted to others. Furthermore, the rents of these 
new buildings, which were not affected by the restrictive rent 
acts, were comparatively high. A still more serious complaint is 
that purchasers of these houses were victimized because of the 
large amount of inferior, shoddy, and even dishonest construc¬ 
tion ; a speaker at the National Housing Conference in Phila¬ 
delphia in 1930 prophesied that some of the tax-exempt devel¬ 
opments in New York would prove to be slum districts in the 
future. A similar charge has been made by the New York State 

iis Department of Conservation and Development, State of Washington, 
“Third Biennial Report” (Jay Thomas, Olympia, 1925), pp. 69-70. 



GOVEBN-MENT INTERVENTION 477 

Board of Housing, which said of such houses erected in Queens 
County: 

“ Prom a social point of view they threaten to become slum areas 
worse than our present congested tenement sections. The houses 
are cheaply built. Frequently they are shoddy. Many of the newer 
areas are without public improvements. In a few years’ time the 
cesspools will have saturated the ground. Many miles of streets 
on which these houses stand are unpaved. In Spring thaws and 
long periods of wet weather they become almost impassable. Heavy 
fire apparatus is frequently delayed in reaching the center of such 
a block, if indeed it can reach the houses at all. Speed is the essence 
of fire fighting in these regions and a delay, even of minutes, may 
mean a holocaust. No fire retarding material is used in the con¬ 
struction. ... A fire must be confined to one or two buildings or 
blocks are doomed. The lack of street paving is a great contribut¬ 
ing factor in increasing the hazard.” 

Similar criticism has been voiced with respect to apartment- 
house construction under this legislation. A mortgage broker 
of New York said: 

“ It was the shoe-string builders and mushroom operators who 
reaped in the main the benefits of the ten-year exemption. They 
unloaded the buildings just as soon as they were completed, at big 
profits. The tax inducement and the housing shortage attracted 
this class of builder. Painters and small contractors became 
builders overnight and the slapstick, cheaply-constructed apart¬ 
ment houses they built during that period stand as monuments to 
the folly of this legislation.” 

It should be emphasized that not all tax-exempt construction 
falls in this category of shoddy housing. For example, the 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company in 1921 undertook the 
erection of a group of five-story apartment-houses providing 
dwellings for more than 2000 families in Queens County, Long 

State of New York, Report of the State Board of Housing, Legislative 
Document, 1930, No, 84 (J. B. Lyon Co., Albany, 1930), p. 67. 

115 Alliger, Joseph K., President of the Sterling Investment Corporation. 
New York Times, November 15, 1931. 
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Island, that are often referred to as model homes. The buildings 
were carefully planned and constructed. The homes rented for 
$27 to $45 per month; the land was exempt from taxation until 
1932. With this advantage the venture showed a fairly high 
rate of return. Whether the 6 per cent which the insurance com¬ 
pany is allowed as its return will be earned in future can only 
be conjectured; the company has, however, been able to write 
down the cost by a substantial sum out of the excess of earnings 
over the 6 per cent rate during the period of exemption. 

Another high-class housing project to take advantage of tax 
exemption in connection with limited dividends was that of 
the City Housing Corporation at Sunnyside, also in Queens 
County. About 1200 homes were erected, at a total cost for the 
buildings alone of over $8,000,000, or an average cost of over 
$6600. Sales prices ranged from $8000 upwards for single¬ 
family homes. As more than three-quarters of the owners and 
tenants had yearly incomes of $2500 or more (of families own¬ 
ing their homes nearly 30 per cent had incomes of $5000 or 
more), it will be seen that these houses served a section of the 
population in relatively comfortable circumstances.^® 

Such projects should not be confused with the cheap frame 
construction in Queens County referred to in the report of the 
State Board of Housing just quoted. 

In 1926, tax exemption in New York was limited by law to 
limited-dividend companies whose operations were made sub¬ 
ject to the supervision of the State Housing Board. Under this 
legislation several large apartment-house projects, such as that 
of the Amalgamated Cooperative Apartments, primarily for 
workers in the clothing trades, have been completed, involving 
the expenditure of several million dollars and providing hous¬ 
ing for several thousands of families. Several other similar proj¬ 
ects are contemplated. 

Opinion as to the success of this legislation depends largely 

11® In the early part of 1933 a “ strike ” of several hundred purchasers of 
these homes was reported, on the ground that since incomes of workers had 
decreased, payments on account of mortgages should be reduced. 
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on the attitude of critics toward the basic principle involved. 
Should government aid special classes by exempting the prop¬ 
erty of limited-dividend companies from taxation 

The Committee on Taxation of the President’s Conference 
took a strong position against the principle of tax exemption. 
The Committee held that special exemptions to home-owners, 
even if restricted to the building as distinct from land, were in¬ 
advisable. It found that the practical results of such legislation 
had been “ negative and inconclusive,” but that general experi¬ 
ence “ creates a strong presumption against special favors or 
exemptions.” It pointed out that discrimination in such leg¬ 
islation for the purpose of vote-getting was likely. While recog¬ 
nizing that the principle of exemption had been applied in 
various fields, the Committee urged that the true interest of 
home-owners was to narrow the operation of this principle where 
it was already found rather than to extend it to homes. 

With respect to the operation of the New York law, the 
Committee found that while this act may have stimulated build¬ 
ing, it had “ unfortunate by-products ” such as a low quality 
of housing, while “ little if any of the advantage of tax exemp¬ 
tion was passed on to the purchaser or to the tenant. ... In 
the absence of a critical shortage of housing, nothing can be 
said for such an exemption.” 

117 In this connection, Housing, in its issue of March, 1930, said, in describ¬ 
ing one of these projects; 

When one learns that these new buildings, though only 6 stories high, are 
to be provided with automatic electric elevators, and with electric refrigeration 
for each apartment, as well as steam heat, hot and cold running water in 
several places in each apartment, hard wood floors, electric light and every 
modern convenience of living, one wonders whether tax exemption for that 
class of building is either warranted or desirable ” (p. 4). 

“People in crowded Manhattan who are able to afford living rooms that 
average 12 by 18 feet in size — as is contemplated in this new building — and 
who can afford such luxuries as automatic electric elevators and electric re¬ 
frigeration, to say nothing of steam heat and hardwood floors, should certainly 
be able to pay the economic rent which such luxuries require, and not ask their 
fellow citizens to bear their burdens for them ’’ (p. 5). 

118 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership, 
VoL II, p. 112. 

118 Ibid., p. 128-129. 
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The Committee further recorded its objection to exemptions 
in favor of limited-dividend companies. 

It should be emphasized that in so far as any considerable 
section of the population is unable to secure adequate housing 
this is essentially a wage problem and not a housing problem. 
A priori, there is no more reason why the state should contrib¬ 
ute to the rent bill of such famihes than to their grocery bill. 
Whether government aid is or is not justified, the fact is that if 
any section of the population really cannot afford proper 
shelter, this really means that their wages do not permit them to 
maintain a reasonable standard of living. Whether assistance 
shall be concentrated on housing or distributed over the entire 
budget is a matter of expediency. 

But the proposal to grant public assistance to provide shel¬ 
ter for the great bulk of the population as a social policy 
involves a fundamentally different principle. This has been 
clearly stated by one prominent writer as follows: 

“ In every state of society at all times there is a group of per¬ 
sons who cannot pay for such accommodation any more than they 
can pay for ample supplies of good food and clothing. ... It is 
equally wrong to describe the plight of this class, in regard to 
their inability to pay for decent homes, as a housing problem, as 
it is to call their lack of other necessities a food or clothing prob¬ 
lem. . . . To the extent that better housing accommodation for 
those who suffer from poverty needs to be provided by public aid, 
it should be regarded as a charity, for the same reasons that giv¬ 
ing food or clothing is a charity. One of the great mistakes in the 
past has been in regarding this charitable work in housing as dis¬ 
tinct from other forms of charity. The confusion which occurs in 
discussing remedies for housing and the desirability or otherwise 
of applying public aid is largely due to this mistake. No one can 
object to giving charity in the form of shelter, as of other necessi¬ 
ties. But it cannot be given for housing alone. If it is given as a 
relief of rent, as a subsidy toward cost of building, or as tax 
exemption, then whatever its direct object or result, it becomes 
in effect a contribution toward all necessities of life. . . . 

“ The real questions, however, are whether public aid to housing 
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should be given on some ground of public responsibility for shel¬ 
ter that does not apply to other necessities, and whether this aid 
should be dispensed among those whose earnings are sufficient to 
enable them to live without state aid. . . . When ... we are 
discussing the giving of state aid in the form of housing to citizens 
who can be self-supporting, we are discussing a form of socialism 
and not of charity.” 

Tables 80—82 give epitomes of the experience in certain coun¬ 
tries summed up in the form of debits and credits which deserve 
careful study by anyone attracted by the social promise of 
government housing projects. Without encroaching upon the 
ground covered by these tables, it may be remarked that our 
study of the history of government aid to housing in the country 
where it obtains most fully, Great Britain, indicates that rent 
restrictions first resulted in discouraging building so that a 
building shortage developed \ and that as a result the govern¬ 
ment was lured into the building of houses. It is true that the 
shortage was diminished and practically eliminated; that the 
standard of housing was higher than previously known; that 
the effects on health were entirely beneficial; and that possibly 
the plan averted a revolution. On the other hand, the subsidies 
tended to increase the cost of building; there was little direct 
benefit to those classes who most needed it; many working-class 
families developed a habit of not paying an economic rent and 
will in future look with resentment on any effort to exact one; 
wages possibly were actually depressed by the plan; the build¬ 
ing industry was seriously disrupted; housing became a politi¬ 
cal football; and, finally, generations to come have been saddled 
with an overwhelming financial burden from which they will 
have difficulty in recovering. 

It is much easier to say what should have been done than it 
was then to look forward and clearly see the right way out. The 
aid essential to revamping the war-torn economic structure was 

120 Adams, Thomas, “Housing Conditions in the New York Region” (in 
“Buildings: Their Uses and the Spaces About Them”) (Regional Survey of 
New York and Its Environs), Vol. 6, p. 281. 
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provision of honsii^g be regarded as a state lunction 
on much the same basis as education. Demands for 
special subsidies for large families. 

Intangible, Effect on morale of nation. Assertions 
that British working elasses are being demoralized. 
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Canada 

Debits Credits 

Little effect on housing situation. “ It must certainly Total number of houses built (in 179 different mumci- 
be admitted that the provision of homes for . , . palities), 6244. 
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rentals. Government called a halt on further con¬ 
struction until tenements already completed were 
fully occupied. 

(d) This was on the basis of a total of 625 chawls containing 50,000 rooms, originally contemplated. Only about one- 
third of the program was ever carried out. 
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definitely viewed as a normal governmental function, and be¬ 
cause of the War there was a feeling, too, that government mor¬ 
ally owed something to the masses, and particularly to sol¬ 
diers, in the form of shelter. Therefore government aid, started 
to meet an emergency, was quickly perverted into a long-time 
politico-economic obligation. The rental and housing emer¬ 
gencies resulting from the War have long since passed; yet most 
of the government aid pledged to housing still has to be paid 
for. Will the emergency housing built in 1925 in Great Britain 
justify taxing her people for it in 1975.? What will be the new 
housing needs of that year.? Will they in turn justify taxation 
payable in part in 2025.? 

This experience should be carefully studied and considered 
by all advocates of government housing assistance to the lowest- 
income groups. Our analysis indicates that a great economic 
burden has been placed on the British people for generations to 
come, and that this burden is still accumulating without justi¬ 
fiable benefits. Of course one cannot evaluate in pounds sterling 
the social benefits which have accrued to the nation from better 
homes. The economic burden may safely be evaluated, however, 
as at least £500,000,000. It seems clear that the British gov¬ 
ernment might have aided housing after the War in ways which 
would have much better served and developed her social- 
economic structure. Relatively short-time self-liquidating loans 
to landlords with coincident deflation of rent restriction would 
have been much better. It would at least have encouraged and 
aided private industry and ownership, which are basic elements 
of the British economic organism, as of the political. Private 
enterprise is the life blood of British economy, the source of 
private and public income, and the means by which building 
construction, ownership, and tenantry function. Furthermore, 
self-liquidating loans on new housing might directly have in¬ 
creased the national productive and revenue resources, whereas 
the subsidies are a long-time drain upon them. 

Contributions of public funds toward the capital cost of hous¬ 
ing for private ownership or occupancy impose upon the bene- 
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restriction, even by many who oppose them in 
principle. 

Maintenance of buildings frequently neglected. 



TABLE 81 (continued) 

Debits Credits 

Litigation between landlord and tenant vastly in- 
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bousing be placed on more or less the same basis 
as education, i.e. a permanent function of the state. 
One writer, Barnes, even suggests “ rent-free ” 
houses. 
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State Date Nature of Legislation Results 

Oklahoma 1915 Permitted loaning of funds se- Law apparently chiefly intended to benefit farmers. 
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principle of public aid. 
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ficiaries of such appropriations an obligation to the remainder 
of the community, who must ultimately pay the bill. The British 
grants and subsidies might have been made upon the condition 
of lower construction costs and lower economic rents resulting 
directly therefrom. To meet the condition of lower costs, the 
contractor might have halved his normal margin of profit, and 
labor accepted a lower hourly wage, perhaps working more 
hours per week to make the weekly wage equal that for private 
work. By these means the long-time tax burden upon the com¬ 
munity would have been more nearly if not fully justified. Gov¬ 
ernment intervention which imposes an unrequited financial 
burden upon the community can hardly be called government 
aid. 

Direct action to get by law that which the working of natu¬ 
ral forces fails to provide usually ends in failure. For instance, 
money wages may be fixed by law, and the weekly hours of 
work. But costs of production, which determine what those 
nominal wages may buy, will be fixed by the interplay of psychic 
and physical forces which statute law may color but cannot 
control. The natural laws that govern the growth and use of 
property are grounded in social psychology. People’s ideas, 
though constantly confused by the complexities of group life, 
appear as a composite result in the economic structure; each 
group builds its own economic order, but always subserviently 
to natural law. These truths are illustrated repeatedly in his¬ 
tory : in the framework of Athenian society, the early English 
manorial system of land tenure, the community of the American 
Indian, and the chaotic international situation with which 
the London Economic Conference undertook to deal. In deal¬ 
ing with housing provision government should try to pro¬ 
mote harmony between psychic and economic forces. The shelter 
which its social welfare demands can be supplied only through 
its economic structure. Except in a communistic society direct 
provision of housing through public funds without a return at 
least equal to that from private provision is injurious to the 
general economy and ultimately to social standards as well. 
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Lessons may be drawn from the experience outlined in this 
chapter for our own guidance in the matter of government aid. 
Recent legislation involves both government grants to the capi¬ 
tal cost of housing (including tax exemption) and financial as¬ 
sistance in the form of self-liquidating loans. Such grants tend 
to increase housing cost and rent. At best, there is the added cost 
of government administration of the grants and resulting in¬ 
creased tax collection. Where the use of labor-saving devices 
is barred and other uneconomic conditions imposed upon the re¬ 
cipient of capital aid, a further increase in housing cost may 
be expected. Tax exemption increases tax burdens on other 
property, thus reducing public revenue resources. Whether the 
government grant be to Housing Authority, limited-dividend 
corporation, or wholly private owner, the real cost which the 
community must pay is the same. Whatever immediate advan¬ 
tage there may be in government participation of this kind, it 
does becloud the facts, it does tend to fool the public, it does un¬ 
dermine public revenue resources, it does increase the cost of 
housing and reduce the general buying power of the commu¬ 
nity. Reduced buying power is likely to affect even the occu¬ 
pants of the “ assisted ” housing. Government participation 
in capital cost for sectional private benefit is a balky mule that 
may kick to pieces the wagon to which it is harnessed. 

As opposed to the unsatisfactory results from capital grants, 
financial assistance in the form of self-liquidating credit has 
usually worked to community and national benefit. The need 
for such assistance seems obvious in the case of large-scale slum 
clearances and rehousing projects, usually requiring state au¬ 
thority to enforce. Furthermore, the state has unique ability 
to finance at the lowest justifiable rates. Full prevention of 
slums and blighted areas can never occur, but most that is worst 
in kind and degree can be assuaged by government aid in wise 
planning and zoning, in large-scale financing through consoli¬ 
dated self-Mquidating loans, and wise building regulations. 

We normally spend two and a half billion dollars a year on 
new homes. The waste of labor and materials in such construe- 
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tion is variously estimated as from 25 to 50 per cent. If we 
figured it as 80 per cent, or the same proportion the federal 
government is now granting on certain housing projects, this 
waste would equal seven hundred and fifty milhon dollars. Ac¬ 
cording to the evidence this chapter presents, the effect of these 
grants would increase the amount of this wastage and further 
increase the burden of taxation in doing so. A small fraction 
of whatever the government may annually grant to the capital 
cost of housing under existing law, or one-thousandth part of 
the amount now wasted in construction, if directly applied to 
the reduction of this wastage might eliminate it in the course of 
a decade. Engineering and legal talent coupled with the neces¬ 
sary federal and state authority through well-directed research 
in building structure and the revision of our antiquated and un¬ 
scientific building codes would certainly accomplish this de¬ 
sirable end. Would it not.? 

In general the relationship between government and its peo¬ 
ple in the matter of housing provision should reflect a control- 
and-develop policy. Government housing aid should be of a sort 
to strengthen the economic position and not weaken it; it must 
increase, not decrease, the nation’s income, its total unpledged 
wealth, and the average man’s power to earn and to buy. Aid 
of this sort involves sound planning of all features of community 
growth including the safeguarding of economic resources 
through which that growth year by year may be attained; and 
through which the inevitable obsolescence in slum and blighted 
area may be concurrently liquidated. And aid of this; sort in¬ 
cludes building and sanitary regulation, technically responsive 
to the ever-changing needs for the protection of body and health 
on the one hand and improvement in methods of building on the 
other; zoning laws governing sectional growth, and laws regu¬ 
lating the use of public services; and promotion of the home as¬ 
set through the control and development of housing credit in 
order that it may be sound and liquid. 



CHAPTER XII 

Rationalization 


T he most obvious need of our time is an improved 
distribution. Given such distribution, we could all 
move on with assurance to that constant desidera¬ 
tum, improved productive efficiency per capita. 
But together with such practical aims, we need 
fresh ethical and spiritual stimulus and a higher motive than 
that of mere profit. In no department of economics are these 
truisms more bitterly true than in all that relates to housing. 
And housing is today perhaps the very crux of our whole eco¬ 
nomic, monetary, moral tangle. 

Near Santiniketan, India, not far from the International 
College of Rabindranath Tagore, there lies a village of the San- 
tals, an ancient race of simple folk numerous in that section. 
For centuries almost unnumbered the Santals, notwithstanding 
relative poverty, have joyfully, peacefully, and busily main¬ 
tained their racial life in physical decency and well-being, con¬ 
tinually actuated by richness of spirit. The Santals like com¬ 
fort ; their villages are clean and well built. Raised above the 
mud of the surrounding soil and its plant growth, their homes 
are cleaner far than many of our comphcated homes and ho¬ 
tels, not to mention our clubs, roadside inns, and college dor¬ 
mitories. 

Intermingled with Santal villages are those of other tribes, 
neither poorer nor richer, whose ways of life are not fine but 
squalid. In India as elsewhere, it is wealth of spirit that makes 
the home decent, not economic wealth. Wealth of spirit is what 
we need in the United States; economic wealth may then take 
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care of itself. Therein is shown the road to sound economy in 
production and distribution and to decent living. Spirit alone 
can make living decent. 

In these days, especially in the United States, false stand¬ 
ards of respectabihty are in the ascendant. So many pens and 
tongues have asserted the inability of large portions of our 
population to possess a respectable home that the public is be¬ 
ginning to believe it. A third of our people — some say two- 
thirds — is said to live in squalor and indecency because of 
lack of income. Have our lives become so controlled by the al¬ 
mighty dollar that spiritual values have disappearedUnselfish¬ 
ness, industry, and love will make a home decent and healthy, 
however humble and simple it may be. A national spirit founded 
on such a behef would make the nation sound and strong. Not 
all the bathtubs and radios in the world will make decent a home 
that is ruled by love of pleasure, selfishness, and animosity- How 
are we building our nation — with the qualities that lead to 
health and decency, or those that bring sickness and indecency ? 

In Great Britain the ethical protest against the “ slum ” has 
risen into a wave of passionate action that is patriotic in the 
noblest sense. The feeling that this crying evil must be abolished 
in England’s green and pleasant land is finding expression in 
legislation and building schemes which, whether or not soundly 
conceived, will beneficially affect many human lives. Similar 
effort in Germany seems more wisely directed toward preven¬ 
tive means, though by no less fine a spirit of social justice than 
in England. Happy, healthful homes are a nation’s very heart, 
source of its life, seat and symbol of its soul. Houses that are fit 
to be true homes are, therefore, its best material asset, for they 
develop and safeguard the good life for its people. 

In these days of social and political reconstruction, when an 
over-stimulated public interest moves hastily over dangerous 
ground, any action dealing with this fundamental necessity, 
shelter, should be most carefully scrutinized. Housing plays 
so important a role in the economic life of every country that 
its position as a revenue producer, alike to individual and 
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state, should be safeguarded and improved by every possible 
means. 

If the reader to whom the subject appeals as vital to human 
welfare will glance at the sections and chapter headings that 
marshal our almost unwieldy numbers of facts, graphically pre¬ 
sented in the highly significant charts, he will see that the first 
three chapters establish the major premise that this funda¬ 
mentally necessary item of housing is unreasonably expensive; 
the next section of seven chapters analyzes the industry and 
factors of cost, and shows what changes are most needed. In 
Chapter XI we differentiate between the several types of gov¬ 
ernment participation, and set forth certain drawbacks attend¬ 
ing on it as it is commonly understood and crudely, demanded 
in sweeping slum clearance and paternalistic provision. We do 
not merely criticize such demands; we also offer alternatives. 
A solution much better suited to our economic principles would 
be that the housing industry develop modern efficiency within 
itself. Better housing throughout the country is economically 
possible and socially urgent, but it is to be accomplished through 
industrial and engineering efforts rather than by government 
intervention. The technical skill of our time can most certainly 
cope with this problem; and engineering is the turbine that can 
transform the wildly wasteful rapids of social forces into useful 
power. 

The pages of this book present a formidable array of evi¬ 
dence on the present status of shelter in our country. That it 
is an item of major, of primary, importance as an economic 
factor and government revenue resource; that it is heterogene¬ 
ous, obsolescent, ill-defined, almost undefinable, unstandardized, 
wildly various, therefore difficult to appraise, finance, or hqui- 
date; that it is costly, unmanageable, hard to purchase, socially 
inadequate; that it expresses but ill the spirit of the time or the 
life it shelters; all these points have been made and substanti¬ 
ated. They may all be gathered together in the one indictment 
directly or indirectly pressed home on every foregoing page, 
that the housing industry is out of date. In comparison with 
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all other major industries, it is antiquated in methods and 
procedure. 

If an important industry, providing for a basic need, is obvi¬ 
ously out of balance with other economic factors, backward, 
lagging, and antiquated, the general welfare certainly demands 
that it be subjected to reason, comparison, and reform. Our 
food and our clothing represent great advances in scientific 
production and cooperative marketing; our shelter needs to be 
brought within the power of the same forces. 

This process of comparing, balancing, and harmonizing is 
rationalization. In the last decade or two, the word “ rationali¬ 
zation ” has been used in special and limited senses, as for inter¬ 
national industry, or trade. In a broad sense of “ bringing up to 
date ” we shall use it to cover the changes needed by the housing 
industry. 

The need of rationalization appears more plainly in the hous¬ 
ing industry, so definitely behind other comparable businesses, 
than in housing itself. Its inefficiency is glaring, but mass pro¬ 
duction methods thus far have not appealed to either user or 
producer. As individuals or families, we rather like our houses; 
but we heartily detest and really suffer from the difficulties of 
building or buying or renting them. The product as well as the 
process must be overhauled. Disregarding faddists who want to 
build houses of untried materials and in extraordinary forms, 
and hkewise the conservative critics who sneer at experiments, 
we again emphasize the point that sound reasoning will neces¬ 
sarily involve a review of structure. The next volume will under¬ 
take such a review; and the esthetic and spiritual arguments 
against mass production are also postponed. 

Except for new phases and meanings such as those stated by 
E. A. Filene,^ mass production is almost as old as mankind. 
Viewed as production for the benefit of numbers instead of for 
the profit of the producer, it is merely a phase of increasing 
productive technique. Mass production is specialized and stand¬ 
ardized production by group effort for the benefit of the masses. 

1 Filene, E, A., “ Successful Living in This Machine Age ’’ (Simon and 
Schuster, New York, 1932). 
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Such rationalization will inevitably utilize extensive research, 
every possible improvement in machinery, elimination of waste, 
better methods of distribution, all resulting in lower real prices 
to the immediate consumer. 

Broad social betterment through housing depends upon a 
more cooperative view of its function, so well outlined by Henry 
Wright,® and upon much greater efficiency in its provision. The 
instantaneous prestige of any housing scheme shows how deep 
and real is the human need so universally felt. Yet “ slum clear¬ 
ance and low-cost housing,” grants of federal and state funds, 
redemption of “ blighted areas,” all are inadequate if they mean 
only more housing or new housing. Enormous building pro¬ 
grams at pubhc expense might mean only burdens to the tax¬ 
payers and injury to the welfare of future generations. We need 
to differentiate between what is essential or helpful and what is 
superficial or wasteful, and we need even more definitely to use 
modern, scientific, economical technique in the provision of 
shelter. 

What, then, will rationalization accomplish Of the long list 
of disabilities outlined in Chapter IV there is not one that 
would not be at least ameliorated, at most removed, by ra¬ 
tionalization. Instead of the disorganized, heterogeneous, over- 
numerous units of the present industry, handicapped by sea¬ 
sonal demands, we should have a much smaller number of plants 
manufacturing material for houses, products finished to the 
point of final assembly. These establishments would work all 
the year round, and serve the entire country. 

Structural reform also would integrate the house as product. 
Each house would be a whole, assembled on the chosen site with 
a speed now incredible. Such construction is not only desirable 
but it is long overdue and it is almost here. The buyer of 
the house will get more nearly what he wants, and, in a hundred 
situations in life that can be imagined, speedy erection wiU be 
of inestimable advantage. 

The managerial drawbacks of the present condition of 

3 Wright, Henry, “A Manual of Housing,” Architecture, July and August, 
1933. 
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things, the old-fashioned, inharmonious ways of numerous small 
operators and their continued use of ancient hand tools, would 
quickly disappear. Small contractors would become assemblers, 
as keepers of general stores have become managers of chain 
stores. As to individual adjustments it is impossible to gener¬ 
alize, unless to suggest that building many houses quickly and 
well is sure to mean both pleasure and profit to any builder 
whose personal capacity is sturdy enough to survive desirable 
and long overdue changes in the industry. 

Houses will be built of the same materials as they are now, 
and of others too; but into no single house will go the many 
varied materials that are now so wastefully combined. Certainly 
modern manufacturing technique will meet no insurmountable 
difiiculty in fashioning and finishing the major parts of the 
house so efficiently that they may flow quickly from the factory 
into the completed home. And do so without the messiness, con¬ 
fusion, and intolerable waste of time, labor, and materials inci¬ 
dent to the present methods of building. But it is well to recog¬ 
nize clearly the difference between mass production of houses 
and that of cloth, tools, automobiles, etc. In the latter case, parts 
are both made and assembled in the factory, and the finished 
product is transported to the consumer. In the case of houses, 
the parts may be finished in the factory, but they can be only 
partially assembled there; they must then be transported as 
parts and assembled finally on the consumer’s property. Instead 
of twenty or thirty separate agencies, each supplying por¬ 
tions of a house, one complete and independent house-building 
agency, selected by the purchaser for its characteristic quality, 
will in each case be the means by which materials and accessories 
will be brought together and the completed product prepared 
for actual use. 

In this new and entirely different set-up, we shall have a 
smaller number of processes than at present, fewer agencies, 
and fewer channels of distribution. The purchaser will be able 
to deal directly with the agency he selects, and the product will 
be certified. The producer will give complete service skilfully. 
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assuming full responsibility for his product. He will not build 
speculatively, though where desired he will arrange financing 
for the purchaser. 

In houses as they are now built, obsolescence is inevitable, 
and its rate will be more rapid as inventions multiply. Modern 
hfe accelerates every kind of change and favors shift, as it does 
improvement. This perfectly inevitable pressure, driving people 
to frequent migration and constant “ betterment,” calls for a 
form of housing that will be changeable, flexible to new de¬ 
mands, and cheap enough to offset the quicker rate of ob¬ 
solescence. 

When a standardized unit of structure becomes the unit of 
production cost and of commercial value (and also the unit 
of specification for engineer and architect) the difficulties of 
financing, regulation and legislation will be greatly lessened. 
Hampering unscientific ordinances will be displaced by unified, 
rational codes; usury laws will be healthily regulated, and tax 
legislation restored to a logical basis. In imagination one can 
see much antiquated rubbish going down the stream before the 
spring flood of rationalization. Will the flood, however, mean 
disaster to present interests.? Unfortunately, this process of 
bringing so large and extended an industry up to date cannot 
be accomplished without temporary hardship to some. Yet the 
industry is so extensive and so protected by conservative in¬ 
fluences, tradition, laws, trade rules, and vested interests, 
that its own inertia will absorb the shocks of the necessary 
adjustments. 

Socially, mass production of housing is so desirable that the 
effect it will have on labor and employment cannot be harmful 
in the long run. The change may be revolutionary but all to 
the advantage of low-income groups and the average man gen¬ 
erally. The building trades will be equally benefited by the 
steady employment which mass production would promote. 
Their members are certainly not pleased by the unemployment 
which existing conditions enforce. The huge, intricate, tangled 
mass of the building industry as it now exists, the excessive 
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number of crafts, the separate jurisdictions, the quarrels, the 
strikes, the seasonal employment — all these with their concur¬ 
rent waste we shall gladly forget. 

All current comment agrees that the present situation is in¬ 
tolerable. The national recovery acts under which we are so 
hopefully working will succeed on one condition, that the cost 
of production in man-hours, including administration both pri¬ 
vate and public, shall be reduced. In housing this implies mass 
production (rationalization) and it is only by means of this 
sort that the buying power of the individual and the nation 
will increase. In the matter of wages, larger buying power 
might surely be expected from harmonizing wage scales be¬ 
tween the different industries. At present the standard wage in 
the building trades is disproportionately high and in the textile 
industry disproportionately low, and recovery programs might 
inadvertently fail if such discrepancies should be perpetuated. 

In our present economic system, real costs and real wages are 
defined in terms of individual time-effort, the number of man¬ 
hours required for production. These man-hours must include 
all who contribute to cost in ofBce, factory, or field, whether 
directly or indirectly, whether in private or public service. End¬ 
less evidence on the cost of shelter in the modern world shows 
that, if the masses are to obtain essential housing from the in¬ 
come the present system provides, its cost must become relatively 
less. Its portion of the yearly economic effort, and of the family 
budget, is now spent wastefuUy. Whether viewed as a part of 
national income or of national expenditure, it is one of the 
largest items and yet of them all it seems the most unsoundly 
managed. Either the peoples of the civilized world are piling 
up too much of their accumulating wealth in housing structure, 
or they are not getting the housing they might properly de¬ 
mand. The reason is obvious, the present cost of housing is 
too great. Endless effort devoted to reducing the cost of the 
present structure has thus far been without avail. The only 
answer to this insistent need is a new conception of the struc¬ 
tural elements with which our shelter is to be designed and of 
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the manner by which they are to be made and combined into a 
home. 

For the basis of home credit something tangible is demanded 
but also something rational, something comparable to other 
credit bases. The present-day home, whether single or multiple, 
is of infinite variety, of indefinable character, of irrational 
value. There are thirty million homes in this country, each one 
essentially different from every other, each one requiring sepa¬ 
rate consideration and appraisal as a credit basis. Without 
losing individuality in the appurtenances of the home, these 
thirty millions could, by a standardization of structure, become 
one million from the point of view of credit determination, and 
thus substantial savings in home financing might be effected. 
Such savings might amount to 29/30 of appraisal and other 
overhead costs; furthermore, the kind of credit resulting would 
mean better risk and a lower rate, advantageous both to buyer 
and lender. Clearly, the financing of the home demands a sim¬ 
plified building structure and a simpler, sounder method of pro¬ 
viding it. 

If our people are to continue to live under the present eco¬ 
nomic regime, reduction in the cost of shelter seems essential. 
Through a reduction in building costs those who are now unable 
to pay an economic rent for what they require could make the 
grade, and all classes would benefit by increased housing pro¬ 
duction. In our own frontier days, “ house-raisings ” or “ bees ” 
for doing this or that expressed a primitive kind of social co¬ 
operation now amplified into our complex building organiza¬ 
tion and financing means. Relying on wise regulation by gov¬ 
ernment, private initiative would move to lower the cost of 
housing. Organizers and inventors, with their new processes and 
materials, will be the vital force that through individual effort 
will best express social cooperation. 

The annual savings that might be expected from rationali¬ 
zation of the housing industry in the United States would dount 
heavily in the national recovery program. By eliminating waste 
and improving the character and amount of housing provided, 
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this essential industry would brace and fortify our entire eco¬ 
nomic structure. 

Thus far we have apparently ignored the objections to mass 
production and standardization that rise most speedily to al¬ 
most any reader’s mind. “ My home ordered from a factory, one 
of forty thousand exactly alikeNo, thank you!” says the 
proud house-owner. “ Miles of modern dwellings, monotonous 
as so many bricks.? No, thank you! ” says the ambitious city- 
planner. “ Machine-made houses ? Quelle horreur! ” says the 
conservative architect who studied at the Beaux Arts. 

If we were advocating what they think we are, their reactions 
might be justified. Of course, dull monotony in design and ef¬ 
fect, since ever-present, could reappear in factory-made houses. 
But has sameness increased or decreased in mass-produced 
clothing.? And are not houses, though more durable, like cloth¬ 
ing in being partly molded and characterized by the life they 
contain.? Mass production of houses does not necessarily mean 
the building of ten thousand or a hundred thousand dwell¬ 
ings all of the same design and form and texture and color. It 
means first of all determining the greatest common divisor 
of modern building structure and then making it freely avail¬ 
able in multiform types. There is excellent reason, backed by 
eminent architectural authority, for the belief that the mass- 
produced house of the future will give a far wider and more 
varied expression to the spirit of the times than anything we 
have today. 

Just as the Woolworth Building mistakenly covers an efii- 
cient modern structure with an ancient wrapper, so most of the 
modern domestic architecture of the “ Century of Progress ” 
Exposition is esthetically poor because it clothes an old struc¬ 
ture in an unrelated modern-looking exterior. The surface ap¬ 
pearance should harmonize with the structure beneath. Yet 
the Chicago architectural exhibits clearly indicate the general 
groping for means whereby to express in a building structure 
the technical developments and new social concepts of our pres¬ 
ent civilization. From this viewpoint the architecture of the Ex- 



EATIONALIZATION 503 

position as a whole calls for a modernized building structure in 
harmony with what it is trying to reflect. 

As regards beauty, a rich variety of effect and a wide range 
of form, color, and texture will be made available for the benefit 
of the whole people by mass production. The architect will be 
able to plan more freely and there will be marvelous new devel¬ 
opments in materials. When the benefit of mass production 
reaches the householder in lower costs, the demand for more 
and better housing will increase. In the United States at the 
present time, outside of multi-family dwellings as we have seen, 
not one house in five has architectural service. Has this no con¬ 
nection with the unemployment among architects? Mass pro¬ 
duction in the provision of shelter would put architectural tal¬ 
ent, even of the highest grade, to work for the benefit of the 
masses, on a scale certainly larger than today. And the effort 
now wasted in unnecessary estimates, altered specifications, 
salesmanship, and, far above all, the attempt to arrange in¬ 
finite irrelevant detail for each separate house, would be saved 
for creative work and efBcient service. Instead of being forced, 
as he fears, into the iron mold of a “ standardized house,” the 
individual will have free choice in the matters in which variety 
gives real character. 

The scope of the architect, then, his practical opportunity 
to meet individual demand, community demand, esthetic and 
utilitarian requirements, will be enlarged without harmful re¬ 
strictions being imposed upon layout or plans or design. The 
best or most useful designs, beautiful because of their adapta¬ 
tion to use, will be the most successful, and therefore the most 
common. Thereby common, or community, beauty will increase 
and esthetic needs be better satisfied. The architectural effect 
of the modern German group housing is certainly preferable to 
the heterogeneous clutter of traditional types. It forecasts the 
use of mass production and finely illustrates the advantages 
that will thereby be brought to the masses. 

In Chapters II and III we emphasize the suburban home. 
That type does very truly represent American housing, and 
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dominates our ways of life and social thinking. There is no 
reason to suppose that the advantages of mass-produced hous¬ 
ing, including all the characteristic American good qualities, 
cannot be just as well supplied to individual dwellings as to 
communal developments. In both cases, expert talent giving 
careful study to group life will provide air, light, sunlight, to 
the comfort of all occupants, and will also attend to the social 
recreational side of community life, playgrounds, parks, mu¬ 
seums, landing fields, stadia. 

The most practical consideration is, however, the most press¬ 
ing. Decrease in the cost of housing is, above all, what the con¬ 
sumer demands, what government, what society demands. He 
would be a bold economist indeed who should assert that society 
would benefit by an increase in the cost of housing, whether he 
meant through inflation or through an increase in the labor 
cost of production. Yet for years, in fact generations, housing 
cost has been increasing through the continuing relative de¬ 
crease in the cost of practically everything else. 

When waste shall have been eliminated and the costs reduced, 
when a guaranteed product is available, those who are now buy¬ 
ing inefficient housing, and paying a great deal too much for 
what they get, will probably spend the same W per cent of their 
annual income on shelter and employ the same amount of 
labor to produce it. But they will get far more for their money, 
and that will mean an increase in the buying power of the day’s 
work, whether in building construction or other work. The re¬ 
sultant enormous demand for better and cheaper housing will 
mean more work for all those now employed so inefficiently. 
There is no part of the body public that will not respond to the 
stimulus and life imparted by new conditions in the housing 
industry. 

In the realm described as “ social invention ” there will be 
finer developments than any achieved so far. Comprehensive, 
intelligent planning for cities and whole regions will make good 
use of efficient building methods. Programs of “ decentral¬ 
izing ” industries away from crowded cities, and “ homestead- 
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ing ” schemes will be well served by a rationalized housing in¬ 
dustry that can deliver for swift assembly “ adequate dwellings 
at the lowest possible cost.” 

Nor are these forecasts Utopian visions. Whether or not our 
present civilization is going to pieces, and whether or not great 
changes are to occur, particularly the long overdue improve¬ 
ment in our technique of distribution, two things stand out 
clearly from the maze of the social, political and economic 
problems that confront us. Authoritative opinion and likewise 
the data presented in this book make it clear that housing pro¬ 
vision (and probably the entire building industry) are ob¬ 
solete and on the verge of being rationalized. The technique of 
building construction is bound to be harmonized with other 
productive means, and there is but one way in which that har¬ 
mony may be brought about. The disabilities of the housing in¬ 
dustry require drastic and profound change, a major operation, 
a revolution. Genuine rationalization will effect all this, and it is 
surely coming. Nobody can prevent it. 

Just as the right catalytic agent starts and accelerates the 
beautiful and orderly process of synthesis in some great con¬ 
glomerate mass of hydrocarbons, there must be for the building 
industry an agent by means of which its huge, heterogeneous, 
unwieldy mass may change from chaos to order. It is useless to 
think that such a disorganized, diverse, antiquated conglomera¬ 
tion can contain its own reagent. But once provided with a 
persuader, its scattered warring particles would with reason¬ 
able celerity join into an effective new formation. Complex as 
the change may seem, it is in reality the variegated mass of 
social and economic elements in the industry that is complex. 
But their realignment should prove relatively simple. To suit 
mass production, a new conception of building structure is 
needed, a conception that will annul the present obvious dis¬ 
abilities of the industry. Such a conception would precipitate 
the rationalization of housing, would effect the benefits we have 
described. 

If an engineer or architect were to step forward with an effi- 
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cient means of doubling the output of shelter for the use of 
mankind, it would not be, as the “ overproduction ” terrorizers 
suggest, a national calamity. It might mean new labor processes, 
new financing, new laws, new standards; and the workers would 
have a new enthusiasm to put into their work. Though it would 
involve vast changes in a really huge section of American indus¬ 
try and apparently cut out many jobs, the change would actu¬ 
ally so increase the purchasing power of the buying public that 
it would take the entire product of all the revamped agencies to 
provide the housing which the American public would buy. 
Spending the same percentage of income as now, our popula¬ 
tion, to a man, would buy “ more of a house ” in size and appur¬ 
tenances and demand such an output as to employ all those di¬ 
rectly displaced by mass-productive technique. It would give 
people more work because it would so greatly increase their 
efficiency in producing the housing which is wanted. 

The new line-up of productive forces may be revolutionary. 
It will be, however, a revolution spread over a decade or more, 
for the struggle against tradition and inertia will be difficult. 
But in some length of time the disturbance will be absorbed. 
Meantime the entirely different concept of this basic industry 
will be to stimulate economic reconstruction and spiritual re¬ 
covery. 

The change in methods of building needed to adapt housing 
to mass needs is clearly an engineering problem of great size 
and moment. Its solution, even in part, will have vast social 
significance. The elements of the problem have not been clear, 
owing to its great scope and very involved nature. The means 
of its solution, though obscured by those same conditions, in¬ 
volve a new conception of building structure, one that will ful¬ 
fil the requirements of modern industry — scientific efficiency, 
mass production, speedy assembly, facile marketing — and will 
also open new fields to invention, design, and to the creation of 
domestic and civic beauty. With such a conception the third 
volume of this book will deal. 
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(Supplementary Material to Indicated Chapters) 

GENERAL LACK AND DEFECTS OF STATISTICAL DATA 

P reparation of the material in this volume has been 
handicapped at almost every point by a lack of authori¬ 
tative, comprehensive statistical data. In spite of the 
extraordinary amount of discussion of the housing 
problem in recent years, there is an almost incredible 
lack of simple basic facts. 

For example, in the United States there is no reliable informa¬ 
tion on the total value of dwelling-houses. Apparently only a sin¬ 
gle state, Connecticut, keeps a record of the value of dwelling- 
houses separately from the land. A few states report the total 
value of all buildings or of “ structures ” but do not distinguish 
between houses and other buildings. The United States Census 
would be the logical source of this information, but has not kept 
such records. The Census reports the production of radishes, 
parsnips, and okra, separately; the value of these crops in 1929 
was about $1,000,000. But for real property amounting in 1922 
to more than $176,000,000,000, it made no separation as between 
land and buildings, to say nothing of a classification of buildings 
by type. 

Again, in the case of a matter so apparently simple as deter¬ 
mining the number of workers in the industry, there is a lack of 
definite figures, and estimates by individual students vary widely. 
One reason for this is that the Census does not always show sepa¬ 
rately the number of workers in a given occupation who are en¬ 
gaged in the building industry. For example, electrical workers are 
reported as a group with no indication of the number engaged in 
building alone. The classification basis used by the Census in its 
census of occupations has sometimes been challenged. 

A matter of special importance so far as this book is concerned 



510 THE EVOLVING HOUSE 

is that in almost no case is information given for the dwelling- 
house branch of the industry alone. 

The responsibility for these defects in Census data does not in 
the main rest on the Bureau of the Census but rather on the legis¬ 
lation directing its inquiries. The inclusion of a single additional 
inquiry in the Census schedule ultimately involves a considerable 
expenditure and the Census cannot depart from its instructions. 
Apparently it is easier to get an inquiry concerning the produc¬ 
tion of pop-corn inserted in the Census schedule than one covering 
the value of dwelling-houses erected in a given year. The defects 
in Census statistics here pointed out are a reflection upon the log¬ 
rolling appropriation methods of the Congress and not upon the 
statistical methods of the Bureau of the Census. 

In this absence of complete official data it has been necessary to 
rely upon partial statistics issued by various governmental bu¬ 
reaus and upon the records of various private agencies affiliated 
with the building industry. Even then, it has frequently been neces¬ 
sary to make approximate computations for the dwelling-house 
industry alone. 

A further difficulty arises from the lack of standard nomen¬ 
clature. Thus such terms as “ family ” and “ dwelling ” as used by 
the Census have a different significance than they have when used 
in ordinary conversation. Moreover, their significance is not the 
same in all censuses or in all countries. For example, prior to 1930 
the term “ family ” as used by the Census applied to a group of 
persons, whether related by blood or not, who lived together in one 
household, usually sharing the same table. The definition counted 
as a single family all the occupants of a hotel, boarding-house or 
lodging-house and all the occupants of an institution, however 
numerous. In 1930, however, the Census revised its definition and 
applied the term to what may be called private families, i.e., 
a group of persons related either by blood, marriage, or adop¬ 
tion who live together as one household, usually sharing the same 
table. Single persons living alone were counted as families, as were 
two or more related persons occupying permanent quarters in a 
hotel. 

Likewise, the term “dwelling” for Census purposes covers 
everything from a room in a factory, or even a freight-car used 
as an abode, to an entire apartment-house regardless of the num- 
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ber of families housed. Prior to 1930 it also included hotels, board¬ 
ing-houses, institutions, and the like. 

A “ home ” for Census purposes in the United States signifies 
the abiding place of a single family and therefore may not relate 
to an entire dwelling- A large apartment-house, for instance, would 
include a great many homes. The number of homes and the number 
of families as shown by census reports are identical. 

The definitions used by the Canadian Census are broadly simi¬ 
lar to those used by the United States Census prior to 1930. 
The Canadian Census, however, distinguishes between “ dwelling- 
houses ” and apartment-houses. In most of the other countries 
mentioned in this book a dwelling is defined as representing the 
total number of rooms intended for occupation by one household 
and definitely separated from other premises. In general, the term 
“ dwelling ” as used in foreign countries excludes hotels and insti¬ 
tutional buildings. 

A particularly troublesome feature of government statistics on 
housing is that it is frequently impossible to coordinate them. 
Thus the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics has published 
what is probably the most valuable information on the cost of 
living in the United States. It shows the income and expenditures 
of families by income groups. The Census in 1930 classified rented 
homes on the basis of rentals paid by rental groups, but there is 
no way of determining the family income or the family expendi¬ 
tures for any particular group of families falling in a given census 
rental group. Again, in its 1930 returns, the Census did not give 
average figures for rentals paid or for the value of homes owned, 
but instead reported medians. These medians may, when related to 
such a large body of statistics, differ very considerably from aver¬ 
ages, and it would therefore be unsafe, for example, to multiply 
the number of owned homes by the median value in an attempt to 
arrive at an estimated total value. 

It is especially to be regretted that owing to the lack of an ap¬ 
propriation the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics has 
been unable to make a nation-wide investigation of the cost of liv¬ 
ing since 1918. That study was taken when family budgets were 
more or less distorted by War conditions. The previous study by 
the Bureau was in 1901. It is reasonably certain that the percent¬ 
age allotment of the budget has undergone important changes 
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since then, but in the absence of a broad basis of statistical data 
it is very difficult to estimate such changes. 

These comments, we repeat, are not in any sense intended as a 
criticism of the Bureau of the Census, the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (which, with the Department of Commerce, have 
been extremely helpful in this study), or any other government 
bureau, the investigations of which are very largely regulated by 
the legislation directing their inquiries. They are merely cited 
here as an explanation of the difficulty of drawing definite conclu¬ 
sions on many points discussed in the text. 



CHAPTER I 


TABLE A 

Approximate Values of Major Items in the Total Wealth of Various 
Nations in 1895, as Estimated bt Mulhallo 

(In millions of pounds) 


Farms 

United Kingdom 2,077 

France . 3,093 

Germany - 2,508 

Russia ... 2,710 

Austria . 1,797 

Italy . 1,399 

Spain . 1,212 

Portugal. 164 

Sweden and 

Norway . 278 

Denmark . 254 

Holland . 295 

Belgium . 354 

Switzerland .... 172 

Danubian states 508 

Greece. 109 

Europe . 16,930 

United States .. 4,142 

Canada . 305 

Australia . 392 

Argentina ..... 198 

Totals . '21,967 


Rail- Merchan- 

roads Houses & dise 
985 2,490 805 

663 2,159 601 

655 1,755 677 

349 1,019 615 

371 719 367 

184 603 223 

108 280 148 

23 77 32 

40 152 80 

14 69 37 

46 178 104 

75 176 118 

44 91 49 

36 136 83 

6 31 16 

3,499 9;^ SiSM 

2,260 4,446 1,563 

186 145 103 

139 174 88 

88 107 53 

6,172 14,706 6,661 


% 

houses 

Sun- to 

dries Total total 

6,449 11,806 21.0 

3,174 9,690 22.3 

2,557 8,052 21.8 

1,832 6,425 16.8 

1,258 4,512 15.9 

851 3,160 15.9 

632 2,380 11.8 

115 411 18.7 

240 790 19.2 

132 606 13.6 

267 880 20.2 

266 988 17.7 

136 492 18.5 

263 1,026 13.3 

61 222 13.9 

17,223 6pi0 19.1 

3,939 16,350 27.2 

264 1,003 14.4 

283 1,076 16.2 

170 616 17.4 

2L^ WMS 


(а) Mulhall, Michael George, “ Industries and Wealth of Nations ” (Long¬ 
mans, Green and Co., London, 1896), Table No. XXXIV, p. 392. 

(б) MulhaU’s figures in many cases are rough estimates, and can be con¬ 
sidered only as approximating actual conditions. His valuations for houses 
include the value of the site, and are arrived at by assuming that the value 
was 16| times the annual rental. The more commonly used formula adopts a 
ratio of 10 times the annual rental. Prom this it appears that Mulhall’s valua¬ 
tions of “ houses ” considerably exceed the true value of dwellings only. 
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Median Valdes of Owned Non-farm Homes^ and Average Values 
OF Farm Dwellings in the United States in 1930^ by States 

Owned NoTi-farm Homes a Farm Dwellings 



(Median values, including site) 

All 

Urban Rural non-farm 

(Average values, 
excluding site) 

New England 

Maine . 

$4,632 

$2,460 

$3,233 

$1,450 

New Hampshire . 

4,388 

2,439 

3,533 

1,738 

Vermont . 

5,849 

2,882 

4,031 

1,727 

Massachusetts . . 

6,516 

4,345 

6,249 

3,050 

Rhode Island . . . 

6,348 

3,900 

6,153 

2,965 

Connecticut. 

7,507 

6,098 

7,013 

3,708 

Middle Atlantic 

Nevr York. 

8,477 

4,720 

7,492 

2,296 

New Jersey. 

8,245 

5,397 

7,426 

3,218 

Pennsylvania . .. 

5,830 

3,432 

5,206 

2,038 

East North Central 

Ohio. 

5,961 

2,816 

5,201 

1,619 

Indiana . 

4,427 

1,931 

3,654 

1,358 

Illinois . 

6,799 

2,565 

5,867 

1,803 

Michigan. 

6,007 

2,545 

5,067 

1,596 

Wisconsin . 

5,523 

3,112 

4,781 

1,888 

West North Central 

Minnesota . 

4,906 

2,811 

4,297 

1,704 

Iowa . 

4,255 

2,739 

3,657 

2,212 

Missouri . 

5,104 

2,178 

4,050 

1,099 

North Dakota . , 

4,694 

2,127 

2,762 

1,408 

South Dakota . . . 

4,318 

2,648 

3,180 

1,432 

Nebraska . 

4,323 

2,862 

3,717 

1,719 

Kansas. 

3,304 

2,120 

2,768 

1,271 

South Atlantic 

Delaware . 

5,724 

3,632 

4,878 

1,789 

Maryland .. 

4,817 

3,614 

4,525 

2,051 

District of 

Columbia. 

9,246 


9,246 

4,197 

Virginia. 

4,558 

2,259 

3,392 

1,226 


(а) USDC, Bureau of the Census, Population Bulletin, Families 1930 ” 
(GPO, Washington, 1933), p, 38. 

(б) USDC, Bureau of the Census, “Agriculture, General Statistics 1930” 
(GPO, Washington, 1932), p. 40. 
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TABLE B (^continued) 


West Virginia . . 

Owned Non-farm Homes 
{Median values, including site) 

All 

Urban Rural non-farm 

$5,059 $2,363 $3,620 

Farm Dwellings 
{Average values, 
excluding site) 

$941 

North Carolina . 

4,257 

1,826 

2,763 

653 

South Carolina . . 

4,271 

1,645 

2,710 

519 

Georgia . 

4,029 

1,810 

2,869 

483 

Florida . 

3,908 

1,557 

2,892 

807 

East South Central 

Kentucky. 

4,390 

1,662 

3,268 

664 

Tennessee . 

3,850 

1,657 

2,903 

602 

Alabama . 

3,785 

1,671 

2,710 

408 

Mississippi . 

2,896 

1,454 

2,074 

377 

West South Central 

Arkansas . 

3,151 

1,290 

2,090 

391 

Louisiana . 

4,289 

1,012 

2,730 

447 

Oklahoma . 

3,673 

1,214 

2,512 

620 

Texas . 

3,744 

1,809 

2,998 

708 

Mountain 

Montana . 

3,356 

1,429 

2,364 

910 

Idaho . 

3,253 

1,575 

2,433 

1,117 

Wyoming . 

4,062 

2,193 

3,136 

991 

Colorado . 

3,875 

1,770 

3,209 

1,074 

New Mexico .... 

2,954 

c 

c 

626 

Arizona . 

4,050 

1,361 

2,363 

1,011 

Utah . 

3,797 

1,893 

3,098 

1,189 

Nevada ........ 

4,815 

0 

2,641 

1,624 

Pacific 

Washington .... 

3,762 

2,301 

3,316 

1,318 

Oregon . 

4,161 

2,224 

3,574 

1,317 

California . 

6,914 

3,659 

6,491 

1,895 


(c) Less than $1000* 
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Estimated Value oe Dwelling-houses in the 
United States 

TABLE C 


Approximate Valuation op Buildings 

IN THE United 

States by 

Major Classes in 

1930 


Residential 


Per cent 

Dwellings, including apartments .... 

$70,000,000,000 

60.9 

Hotels, lodging-houses, etc. 

4,000,000,000 

3.5 

Total residential . 

$74,000,000,000 

64.4 

Non-residential 



Amusement buildings . 

$ 1,250,000,000 

1.1 

Churches. 

2,000,000,000 

1.7 

Manufacturing buildings . 

4,750,000,000 

4.1 

Public and private garages. 

2,500,000,000 

2.2 

Institutions. 

3,500,000,000 

3.1 

OfGice-buiidings. 

5,000,000,000 

4.3 

Public buildings. 

3,000,000,000 

2.6 

Public utilities buildings. 

2,500,000,000 

2.2 

Schools, colleges, and libraries. 

5,000,000,000 

4.3 

Stores and warehouses. 

5,000,000,000 

4,3 

Sheds, stables, and barns. 

5,500,000,000 

4.8 

Miscellaneous . 

1,000,000,000 

0.9 

Total non-residential. 

$ 41 , 000 , 066,000 

35.6 

Grand total . 

$115,000,000,000 

100.0 


Note. This estimate allows for normal depreciation, but not for the 
abnormal deflation prevailing in 1930 and since. Except for this the 
values here given would be broadly applicable as of January 1, 1933, 
but somewhat too high, as new construction in 1930—32 did not fully 
offset normal depreciation and fire losses. 

The valuation of $70,000,000,000 is considerably less than 
that indicated by the Census of 1930. An exact comparison cannot 
be made, first because the Census did not separate the value of the 
building from that of the land, and second because, as already 
noted, it did not report average values but simply median figures; 
for rented homes, moreover, it gave only median rentals, with no 
estimate of capital values. 
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Sir 


The Census reported the median value of 10,503,386 owned 
non-farm homes at $4778, and the median rental value of 12,351,- 
549 rented non-farm homes at $27.15 per month, roughly $325 
per year. If the median for owned homes were to be regarded as 
approximately the average and the value of rented homes as eight 
times the annual rental,’^ a grand total of roughly $91,500,000,- 
000 (including several hundred thousand homes for which no re¬ 
turns were secured) would be suggested, as follows:^ 


Owned non-farm homes. $61,000,000,000 

Eented non-farm homes . 32,500,000,000 

Farm homes including $1,000,000,000 for sites 8,000,000,000 


$91,500,000,000 

It seems reasonably certain that Census averages, if available, 
would be higher than the median figures, and would result in an 
estimate of well over $100,000,000,000 as the value of all homes 
including land. Assuming the total to be approximately $110,000,- 
000,000, an allowance of $30,000,000,000 for the sites would leave 
a total for the houses alone of $80,000,000,000. This is $10,000,- 
000,000 more than the value assigned to houses in Table C. Some 
estimates based on Census medians suggest a much greater differ¬ 
ence. Casual analysis, therefore, might indicate that an estimate 
of $70,000,000,000 is discredited by the median figures of the 
Census. But the use of any figure greatly in excess of this total at 
once implies a total national wealth far in excess of any current 
estimates. 

As shown in Chapter V, the value of dweUing-houses may be 
taken as at least 60 per cent of the value of all buildings. If the 
former valuation be placed at $80,000,000,000, this would indi¬ 
cate a value for all buildings of nearly $135,000,000,000. The 
value of all buildings in turn is almost certainly less than 30 per 
cent of the total wealth of the country, and appears to range be¬ 
tween 25 and 30 per cent. If the mean of 27.5 per cent be used, a 

1 See Chapter III. 

2 Some estimators use a ratio of ten times, or even higher, but as shown 
on p. 132 the use of such ratios may result in excessive valuations. Based on an 
“ economic ” rent of 14 per cent as computed in Chapter III, the ratio would 
be about seven times instead of eight times; but since the actual rent may be 
somewhat less than an economic rent, it seems better to use the last-named 
ratio here. 
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valuation of $135,000,000,000 for all buildings would suggest a to¬ 
tal national wealth in 1930 of $500,000,000,000. Had values con¬ 
tinued to increase from 1922 ® to 1930 at the same average rate 
as that indicated by the Census valuations of 1912 and 1922, the 
indicated total in 1930 would have been more than $500,000,000,- 
000. However, according to the Census there was a shrinkage of 
$20,000,000,000 in the value of farm lands alone between 1920 
and 1930. The shrinkage in urban real-estate values since the peak 
year 1925 may safely be estimated at a still higher figure. In cer¬ 
tain industries, notably textile manufacturing and street railways, 
there was a heavy decline in capital values after 1922. While 
capital investment in some other fields increased, we may be rea¬ 
sonably sure that the annual rate of increase in total national 
wealth was materially smaller during the period 1922—30 than in 
the preceding ten-year period. 

Ingalls ^ estimated the total national wealth in 1929 at $450,- 
000,000,000, but some of his figures are unduly liberal. The Cham¬ 
ber of Commerce of the United States cited an estimate of $400,- 
000,000,000, as of 1930; but an estimate by the National 
Industrial Conference Board, Inc., which has devoted considerable 
research to the problem, placed the total in 1930 at only $330,- 
000,000,000.® While this seems over-conservative, it affords 
ground for rejecting any estimate approaching $500,000,000,000. 

The estimate of $70,000,000,000, which was based on a large 
amount of research, therefore seems more in harmony with the 
indicated value of other items comprising total national wealth 
than one of $80,000,000,000. It is also more in line with the indi¬ 
cated values of other classes of buildings given in Table C. 

A further rough check on the $70,000,000,000 valuation may 
be made by comparing the value of homes estimated on that basis 
with the average amount of mortgage indebtedness upon them. 
The value of all homes, including the site, would be $90,000,000,- 
000, of which $82,000,000,000 represents the value of non-farm 

3 This is the date of the latest Census estimate of national wealth. 

* Ingalls, W. R., New York Times Annalist, October 23, 1931. 

5 The Conference Board’s estimate for 1929 was $362,000,000,000. In com¬ 
paring the Board’s estimate with that in Table 1, p. 11, allowance should 
be made for the fact that the National Industrial Conference Board did not 
include public streets and highways, which in Table 1 are given a value 
of $27,000,000,000. 
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TABLE D 

Estimates op the Total Income op the People op the United 
States Annually, 1909—1929 

(In billions of dollars) 

NBER NICE ^ 



Current 

1913 

Current 

1913 


dollars 

dollars 

dollars ® 

dollars 

1909 

29.6 

31.3 

28.8 

30.2 

1910 

31.4 

32.4 

31.4 

32.2 

1911 

31.9 

32.9 

31.2 

32.2 

1912 

34.0 

34.7 

33.0 

33.6 

1913 

35.7 

35.8 

34.4 

34.4 

1914 

35.6 

35.2 

33.2 

32.9 

1915 

37.2 

36.6 

36.0 

35.8 

1916 

43.3 

39.6 

45.4 

41.6 

1917 

51.3 

40.2 

53.9 

41.9 

1918 

60.4 

40.1 

61.0 

40.2 

1919 

65.9 

38.0 

68.3 

38.8 

1920 

74.0 

37.6 

74.3 

37.5 

1921 

63.4 

36.7 

54.3 

32.1 

1922 

65.9 

40.6 

60.0 

37.9 

1923 

74.3 

45.2 

70.5 

44.1 

1924 

77.1 

46.8 

70.0 

43.7 

1925 

81.9 

48.4 

77.5 

46.9 

1926 

85.5 

50.4 

79.3 

47.7 

1927 

88.2 

52.9 

78.1 

48.2 

1928 

89.4 

54.0 

81.0 

50.6 

1929 

— 

— 

84.0 

52.5 


(а) King, W. I., “The National Income and Its Purchasing Power” (Na¬ 
tional Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., New York, 1930), pp. 94 and 100. 

(б) National Industrial Conference Board, Inc., “ Bulletin,” March 20, 
1931, p. 406. 

(c) In dollars current at the time, not the current devalued dollar of 1934. 

The income here given as computed by the National Bureau of Economic 
Research is termed “ entire realized income ” and is defined in the report sub¬ 
stantially as follows: 

“ Realized income consists, in the main, of the amounts received by indi¬ 
viduals in the form of wages, salaries, pensions, compensation for injuries, 
interest, dividends, rents, royalties, services of durable consumers’ goods, and 
profits withdrawn from business.” (“ The National Income and Its Purchasing 
Power,” p. 42.) 

The total includes an item of “imputed” income (amounting since 1922 
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homes,® or an average value per home of $3500, In view of the 
fact, brought out in the Appendix of Chapter X, that the average 
size of mortgages on many groups of owned homes in 1928—29 
ranged from $3500 to $5000 or more, this average value may seem 
discredited. It should be remembered, however, that the average 
value of owned homes is undoubtedly much in excess of the average 


TABLE E 


Estimated Expenditures in the United States in 1926 for Lux¬ 
uries AND Certain Other Items ® 


Passenger automobiles . 

Tobacco . 

Soft drinks, ice cream, candy, and 

chewing-gum . 

Theaters, movies, and similar 

amusements . 

Jewelry, perfumes, and cosmetics 

Sporting goods, toys, etc.. . 

Building construction. 

Education. 

Life insurance . 

Taxes collected 

By federal government ...... 

By state governments. 

By local governments . 


$11,955,907,443 

2,087,110,000 

1,803,480,000 

1,055,420,000 

806,820,000 

487,030,000 $18,195,767,443 

6,787,000,000 
2,255,251,327 
2,624,000,000 

$ 3,207,000,000 
1,264,285,840 

4,083,793,000 8,555,078,840 


(a) “Can the States Afford to Educate Their Children?” (National Edu¬ 
cation Association, Washington, 1929), pp. 16-20. 


to about $5,250,000 annually) covering “the estimated value of the services 
rendered to their owners by durable direct or consumers’ goods,” as for in¬ 
stance the rental value of a house occupied by the owner. It does not include 
such items as “ the income which might be imputed to housewives and house¬ 
holders for services rendered to their own families ” or “ income arising from 
changes in the value of property.” {Ibid., pp. 73 and 75.) 

The difference between the figures of the National Industrial Conference 
Board and those of the National Bureau of Economic Research is largely due 
to the inclusion by the latter of this allowance for “ imputed ” income, which is 
not included by the former. 

® This valuation is reached by assuming that the value of the site in the 
case of non-farm homes was about 25 per cent of the total value <5f the homes. 
As shown in Chapter VII, the ratio of site value to total value in the case of new 
homes would be nearer 20 per cent, probably somewhat less. But since in the 














APPENDIX 


521 


value of rented and owned homes taken together. Moreover, the 
average amounts of mortgage debt noted in the Appendix of 
Chapter X, applied in many cases to urban homes, often of high 
value. All in all, this estimate of $3500 as the average value of all 
non-farm homes, owned and rented, is not seriously out of line with 
the average amount of mortgage debt on owned homes reported 
on p. 587. 

Independent estimates are closely in line with the total of $70,- 
000,000,000. Nystrom ^ placed the value of all dwellings in 1927 at 
$64,800,000,000, as a conservative estimate. New construction 
from 1927 to 1930 amounted to several billions, but allowing for 
normal depreciation and fire losses the indicated total in 1930 
would be close to $70,000,000,000. 

A very similar valuation is indicated by a report of the National 
Bureau of Economic Besearch, Inc.,® which placed the value of all 
non-farm homes in 1927 at $77,200,000,000. Making an arbitrary 
deduction of 25 per cent for the value of the site, this would sug¬ 
gest a value for houses alone of about $58,000,000,000. Adding 
the census figure of $7,000,000,000 for farm dwellings, the indi¬ 
cated total is $65,000,000,000, almost exactly the same as that 
arrived at by Nystrom for the same year. 

In view of the various comparisons here presented, we may then 
accept the figure of $70,000,000,000 as a fair estimate of the 
1930 value of dwelling-houses in the United States. 

TABLE F 

Estimated “ Cost of Pdav " m the United States, about 1928 


Pleasure motoring (f of total cost of passenger auto¬ 
mobiles) . $5,000,000,000 

Vacations and travel (transportation element pri¬ 
marily) ... 2,000,000,000 


case of all houses standing at a given date many would have suffer^ very 
extensive depreciation over a period of years, it seems proper to assign the 
site a higher proportion of total value than that allowed in the case of u-ew 
homes. The value of the sites in the case of farm homes has been arbitrarily 
placed at $1,000,000,000, or only one-eighth of the total value; even this valua¬ 
tion may be over-liberal. 

7 Nystrom, Paul H., “The Economic Principles of Consumption (The 
Ronald Press Co., New York, 1929), p. 378. 

8 King, Willford I., “The National Income and Its Purchasing Power 
(National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., New York, 1930), p. 378. 





522 


THE EVOLVING HOUSE 


TABLE F “ (^continued') 


Moving pictures. 1,500,000,000 

Newspapers, tabloids, light fiction (in part). 1,000,000,000 

Radio . 750,000,000 

Phonographs, pianolas, etc. 250,000,000 

Telephone (pleasure factor only) . 100,000,000 

Flying, bicycling, etc. (pleasure factor only). 25,000,000 

Entertaining, visiting, night clubs, road houses (food 

and service factor) . 3,000,000,000 

Candy, chewing-gum, hard and soft drinks (in part) 2,000,000,000 

Tobacco (in part) . 1,500,000,000 

Collections, hobbies, pets . 1,000,000,000 

Shows, theatres, concerts, religious revivals, lectures, 

etc. 500,000,000 

Gifts (in part) . 500,000,000 

Golf . 500,000,000 

Social clubs (upkeep factor only) . 250,000,000 

Children’s toys . 250,000,000 

Indoor games: cards, billiards, pool, chess, etc. 100,000,000 

Playgrounds, camping, hiking . 100,000,000 

Dancing, jazz palaces, etc. 100,000,000 

Amusement parks. 100,000,000 

Processions, celebrations, pageants . 50,000,000 

Swimming and bathing beaches. 50,000,000 

Musical instruments (non-automatic) . 50,000,000 

Hunting and fishing. 50,000,000 

Gambling, including stock exchanges (commission 

element only) . 50,000,000 

Horse-racing. 50,000,000 

Football. 50,000,000 

Baseball . 60,000,000 

Sport clothes. 60,000,000 

Prize-fighting . 15,000,000 

Teimis and allied games. 15,000,000 

Yachting and boating . 10,000,000 

Field sports. 10,000,000 

Winter sports . 10,000,000 

Indoor sports: gymnasiums, basketball, bowling, etc, 10,000,000 

Grand total. $21,046,000,000 


(a) Chase, Stuart, “ Play ” in “ Whither Mankind,” edited by Charles A 
Beard (Longmans, Green and Co., New York, 1930), pp. 336-337. 




































CHAPTER II 


TABLE G 

Distribution of Dwellings in the United States in 1930, by Type 

AND BY States “ 

Number of Dwellings 


State 

Singlet- 

family 

Two- 

family 

Multi- 

family 

Totals 

New England 

Maine . 

155,406 

13,929 

3,653 

172,988 

New Hampshire .... 

89,813 

8,907 

2,992 

101,712 

Vermont . 

72,356 

5,778 

1,321 

79,455 

Massachusetts. 

511,051 

126,274 

65,897 

703,222 

Rhode Island. 

81,152 

23,065 

11,076 

115,293 

Connecticut . 

214,588 

46,302 

19,662 

280,552 

Middle Atlantic 

New York . 

1,299,216 

275,924 

159,916 

1,735,056 

New Jersey . 

580,836 

99,590 

40,717 

721,143 

Pennsylvania . 

1,852,481 

125,051 

31,464 

2,008,996 

East North Central 

Ohio . 

1,335,303 

107,024 

32,566 

1,474,893 

Indiana . 

757,409 

24,877 

7,499 

789,785 

Illinois . 

1,153,819 

163,079 

88,229 

1,405,127 

Michigan. 

925,348 

74,544 

18,953 

1,018,845 

Wisconsin . 

559,919 

55,032 

9,250 

624,201 

West North Central 

Minnesota. 

503,600 

31,007 

7,444 

642,051 

Iowa . 

583,180 

16,622 

4,199 

604,001 

Missouri . 

727,440 

64,372 

17,613 

809,425 

North Dakota . 

133,030 

3,712 

961 

137,703 

South Dakota. 

149,928 

3,584 

822 

154,334 

Nebraska . 

316,419 

7,292 

2,268 

325,979 

Kansas . 

447,213 

13,260 

3,271 

463,744 

South Atlantic 

Delaware . 

52,234 

2,016 

690 

54,940 

Maryland . 

318,246 

22,890 

4,981 

346,117 

District of Columbia . 

74,649 

6,805 

3,449 

84,903 


(a) USDC, Bureau of the Census, “ Population Bulletin, Families 1930 ” 
(GPO, Washington, 1983), p. 55. 
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TABLE G (^continued) 

Number of Dwellings 


S to/is 

Single¬ 

family 

Two- 

family 

Multi- 

family 

Totals 

Virginia. 

466,083 

22,550 

3,942 

492,575 

West Virginia .... 

336,834 

13,301 

2,614 

352,749 

North Carolina . . * . 

589,545 

21,844 

2,903 

614,292 

South Carolina .... 

329,370 

13,334 

2,661 

345,265 

Georgia. 

564,540 

32,411 

6,517 

602,468 

Florida . 

332,547 

13,657 

4,039 

350,243 

East South Central 

Kentucky . 

533,615 

27,286 

5,428 

566,329 

Tennessee . 

528,242 

24,815 

6,096 

568,153 

Alabama . 

523,935 

27,270 

3,360 

564,565 

Mississippi . 

428,086 

18,422 

1,982 

448,49.0 

West South Central 

Arkansas . 

403,295 

14,065 

2,021 

419,381 

Louisiana .* . 

438,565 

16,334 

3,481 

458,380 

Oklahoma . 

501,347 

19,990 

5,322 

526,669 

Texas . 

. . 1,211,605 

66,996 

13,375 

1,281,876 

Mountain 

Montana . 

122,144 

3,357 

1,353 

126,854 

Idaho . 

99,803 

2,510 

679 

. 102,992 

Wyoming .. 

51,609 

1,605 

465 

53,669 

Colorado . 

230,607 

8,304 

3,637 

242,648 

New Mexico. 

87,921 

3,824 

785 

92,530 

Arizona . 

93,864 

3,644 

1,135 

98,633 

Utah . 

100,743 

3,787 

1,258 

105,788 

Nevada .. 

23,064 

569 

261 

23,894 

Pacific 

Washington . 

368,917 

8,843 

4,779 

382,539 

Oregon . 

239,069 

4,941 

2,548 

246,558 

California . 

. . 1,333,334 

43,492 

26,355 

1,403,181 

Totals . 

. . 22,833,110 

1,728,087 

643,779 

25,204,976 

Percentages . . 

90.6 

6.9 

2.6 

100.1 
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TABLE H 

PfiOPoaTiOKs OP Apartmestts, with One, Two, Three, and More Than Three 
Rooms Each, Erected in New York Citt, 1912-1932 a 



New 

York City 



Fear 

One 

Two 

Three 

More thin 

room 

rooms 

rooms 

three rooms 

1912 

0.37 

3.76 

19.98 

76.89 

1918 

0.06 

1.78 

19.04 

79.12 

1914 

0.15 

1.38 

20.12 

78.35 

1915 

0.12 

1.35 

25.35 

73.18 

1916 

0.27 

1.21 

27.68 

70.84 

1917 

0.41 

2,16 

28.68 

68.76 

1918 

0.00 

2.77 

30.86 

66.37 

1919 

0.86 

2.16 

37.82 

69.61 

1920 

0.16 

2.01 

33.10 

64.73 

1921 

0.26 

1.64 

37.32 

60.78 

1922 

0.09 

2.47 

41.12 

66.32 

1923 

0.18 

3.58 

43.70 

52.54 

1924 

0.50 

4,87 

43.23 

61.40 

1926 

0.67 

6,61 

49.10 

43.62 

1926 

0.61 

7.16 

62.34 

39.89 

1927 

0.76 

8.51 

54.43 

33.30 

1928 

1.22 

9.98 

64.79 

34.01 

1929 

1.82 

10.32 

54.81 

33.05 

1930 

6.10 

14.61 

49.08 

31.21 

1931 

9.32 

16.20 

49.79 

24.69 

1932 

6.40 

17.02 

50.94 

26.64 


Borough of 

Manhattan {only) 


1912 

1.01 

8.72 

27.35 

62.92 

1913 

0.02 

4.68 

19.98 

76.42 

1914 

0.24 

3,15 

16.81 

80.80 

1916 

0.36 

3.86 

27.31 

68.48 

1916 

0.78 

3,03 

23.46 

72.73 

1917 

1.08 

4.64 

24.92 

69,36 

1918 

0.00 

9.10 

30.67 

60.23 

1919 

9.56 

12.50 

33.09 

44.85 

1920 

0.17 

6.70 

29.34 

64.79 

1921 

1.29 

2.87 

28.23 

67.61 

1922 

0.88 

5.21 

33.92 

60.49 

1923 

0.67 

8.61 

37.90 

62.82 

1924 

1.92 

10.09 

38.80 

49.19 

1926 

1.27 

8.62 

36.55 

64.66 

1926 

1.69 

8.91 

34.86 

66.14 

1927 

2.22 

8.07 

44.88 

44.83 

1928 

3.63 

11.63 

41.44 

43.60 

1929 

5.54 

10.41 

41.56 

42.49 

1930 

11.04 

19.38 

33.87 

36.72 

1931 

28.03 

24.06 

21.48 

26.44 

1932 

27.21 

23.48 

22.40 

26.91 

1 Furnished by Tenement House Department, City of 

New York. 
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TABLE I 

Distribution of Families in the United States by Type op 

Dwelling, 1930“ 



Single- 

Two- 

Three- 



family 

family 

family 

Totals 

New York . 

294,037 

273,136 

1,155,781 

1,722,954 

Chicago. 

209,685 

232,680 

400,213 

842,578 

Philadelphia. 

364,457 

48,784 

45,386 

458,627 

Detroit . 

209,981 

81,452 

78,860 

370,293 

Los Angeles. 

282,382 

22,610 

63,516 

368,508 

Total 5 cities. 

1,360,542 

658,662 

1,743,756 

3,762,960 

Other urban . 

9,641,319 

2,202,478 

1,765,767 

13,609,564 

All urban. 

11,001,861 

2,861,140 

3,509,523 

17,372,524 

Rural and farm . . . 

11,831,249 

595,034 

105,856 

12,532,139 

Total. 

22,833,110 

3,456,174 

3,615,379 

29,904,663 


Per cent 

Per cent 

Per cent 

Per cent 

New York . 

17.1 

15.9 

67.0 

100 

Chicago .. 

24.9 

27.6 

47.5 

100 

Philadelphia . 

79.5 

10.6 

9.9 

100 

Detroit . 

56.7 

22.0 

21.3 

100 

Los Angeles ...... 

76.7 

6,1 

17.2 

100 

Total 5 cities. 

36.2 

17.5 

46.3 

100 

Other urban. 

70.8 

16.2 

13.0 

100 

All urban. 

63.3 

16.5 

20.2 

100 

Eural and farm . .. 

94.4 

4.8 

0.8 

100 

Total . 

76.4 

11.6 

12.1 

100 


(a) USDC, Bureau of the Census, “ Population Bulletin, Families 1930 ” 
(GPO, Washington, 1933), pp. 10 and 72. 
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TABLE J 

Peeceotage of Frame Dweelikgs ik the Ukiteb States ik Commiixities of 
Over 2500 iNHABirAK-TS, by States, aboxtt 1924 a 


State 


Washington . 

Oregon . 

Idaho . 

New Hampshire ... 

Indiana . 

Louisiana . 

Maine . 

Montana . 

North Carolina .... 

Oklahoma . 

Wyoming . 

South Carolina .... 

Wisconsin . 

California . 

Connecticut. 

Florida . 

Georgia . 

Iowa . 

Kansas . 

Massachusetts . 

Michigan . 

New York . 

North Dakota . 

Texas . 

Ohio . 

Alabama . 

Nebraska . 

New Jersey . 

South Dakota . 

Tennessee . 

Illinois . 

West Virginia. 

Arkansas . 

Delaware. 

Mississippi . 

Minnesota . 

Missouri . 

Kentucky . 

New Mexico. 

Virginia . 

Colorado .. 

Maryland. 

Pennsylvania . 

District of Columbia 

Utah. 

Arizona . 


Population 

Dwellings 
of wood 

represented 

construction 

{per cent) 

{per cent) 

.. 85.8 

98 

.. 77.2 

97 

.. 65.1 

95 

.. 41.8 

95 

.. 82.5 

90 

.. 84.3 

90 

.. 61.8 

90 

.. 68.3 

90 

.. 54.3 

90 

.. 61.5 

90 

.. 45.3 

90 

.. 77.9 

89 

.. 74.3 

88 

.. 53.4 

85 

.. 59.8 

85 

.. 59.6 

85 

.. 62.3 

85 

.. 68.6 

85 

.. 46.5 

85 

.. 49.7 

85 

.. 76.9 

85 

.. 28.6 

85 

.. 53.6 

85 

.. 45.9 

85 

.. 82.1 

83 

.. 49.5 

80 

.. 75.2 

80 

.. 68.7 

80 

.. 45.8 

80 

.. 54.4 

80 

.. 95.5 

78 

.. 72.6 

77 

.. 37.4 

75 

.. 25.0 

75 

.. 27.0 

75 

.. 59.0 

75 

.. 85.8 

74 

.. 66.1 

70 

.. 57.6 

70 

.. 77.9 

68 

.. 89.8 

59 

.. 96.7 

57 

.. 38.5 

55 

.. 100.0 

20 

.. 61.2 

15 

.. 43.3 

10 


(<x) USDC, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, ‘‘ Domestic Market 
Possibilities for Sales of Paints and Varnishes” (GPO, Washington, 1925), 

p. 20. 

















































CHAPTER III 


The position of shelter in family budgets in countries other than 
the United States is briefly as follows. 

In Canada the percentage of the budget allocated to food is 
comparatively low and that for shelter fairly high. Up to a few 
years ago, the outlay for shelter was generally estimated at 22.5 
per cent. This proportion was more or less representative of sev¬ 
eral other comparatively new countries, such as Australia, New 
Zealand, and the Argentine Republic, which, though distinctly 
modern, are still mainly agricultural commrmities. More recently, 
a revision of the Canadian budget placed the allowance for shelter 
at 18.5 per cent, or about the same as in the United States; the 
food ratio, however, was still estimated at 35 per cent. The old 
and new distributions of the Canadian budget are shown below: ^ 



Per Cent 

of Budget 


Old budget 

New budget 

Food . 

. 35.0 

35.0 

Fuel and light. 

. 9.1 

8.0 

Housing . 

. 22.6 

18.5 

Clothing . 

. 14.3 

18.5 

Miscellaneous . 

. .. 19.0 

20.0 


100.0 

100.0 


In Great Britain the relative cost of shelter appears to have 
risen slightly during the greater part of the Nineteenth Century. 
From 1900 to 1914 there was comparatively little change, and at 
the outbreak of the World War, it was generally agreed, it repre¬ 
sented about one-sixth of the total expenditure of wage-earning 
families. There appears to be no authoritative distribution of the 
budget of British wage-earning families as a whole. Estimates of 
the proportion expended for food range all the way from 40 to 
65 per cent or more, that for sundries from 4 to 15 per cent or 
even 20 per cent. From such conflicting data as are available we 
may conclude that an allowance of 54 per cent for food, 12 per 
cent for clothing, 16 per cent for shelter, 7 per cent for fuel and 
1 NICE, “ The Cost of Living in Foreign Countries,” 1927, p. 78. 
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light, and 11 per cent for sundries is fairly representative of the 
budgets of a large proportion of wage-earning families just prior 
to the World War. 


TABLE K 

Median Monthly Rentals or Rented Non-farm Homes in the 

United States, 1930 ® 

Median Monthly Rental Value 



Urban 

Rural non- 

State 

homes 

farm homes 

New England 

Maine . 

. . . $23.88 

$14.08 

New Hampshire. 

20.93 

13.94 

Vermont . 

24.19 

13.34 

Massachusetts . 

30.54 

18.34 

Rhode Island . 

24.99 

14.12 

Connecticut . 

29.70 

21.96 

Middle Atlantic 

New York. 

43.19 

19.81 

New Jersey. 

38.80 

23.81 

Pennsylvania. 

31.29 

13.26 

East North Central 

Ohio . 

32.12 

14.58 

Indiana . 

25.81 

12-09 

Illinois . 

43.32 

13.45 

Michigan . 

41.34 

15.06 

Wisconsin. 

33.45 

14.79 

West North Central 

Minnesota . 

30.34 

15.67 

Iowa . 

26.40 

14.89 

Missouri. 

28.97 

11.45 

North Dakota. 

34.81 

15.74 

South Dakota . 

29.26 

16.15 

Nebraska . 

27.89 

15.65 

Eansas . 

23.26 

13.13 

South Atlantic 

Delaware . 

29.86 

14.69 

Maryland. 

27.71 

12.86 

District of Columbia . 

44.28 


(a) USDCj Bureau of the Census, 

“ Population Bulletin, 

Families 1930 


(GPO, Washington, 1933), p. 39. 
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State 

Virginia . 

West Virginia .. 
North Carolina . 
South Carolina . . 

Georgia . 

Florida . 

East South Central 

Kentucky . 

Tennessee . 

Alabama. 

Mississippi. 

West South Central 

Arkansas . 

Louisiana . 

Oklahoma . 

Texas . 

Mountain 

Montana . 

Idaho . 

Wyoming . 

Colorado. 

New Mexico . .. . 

Arizona . 

Utah. 

Nevada. 

Pacific 

Washington . . . . 

Oregon . 

California . 

(6) Less than $10. 


TABLE K {continued) 

Median Monthly Rental Value 
Urban Rural non¬ 
homes farm homes 

. $19.57 

. 26.16 

. 15.75 

. 11.32 

. 13.71 

. 20.04 

. 20.77 

. 16.94 

. 13.60 

. 12.62 

. 16.45 

. 19.66 


26.66 

12.13 

21.87 

11.07 

27.61 

14.26 

24.20 

13.65 

26.73 

16.23 

26.76 

13.21 

23.01 


26.67 

14.37 

24.85 

13.40 

33.15 

14.73 

27.37 

13.74 

26.19 

12.63 

35.22 

19.96 



The abnormal conditions incident to the War, and especially 
the limitations imposed by restrictive rent legislation,^ sharply 
reduced the ratio for shelter, which in many countries fell to 10 
per cent or less. This does not mean that there was a correspond¬ 
ing reduction in the true cost of shelter, but simply that a part of 
2 For a discussion of such legislation, see Chapter XI. 
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TABLE L 


Estimates op the “Phobable Useful Life” and of Rates of 
Depbeciation fob Cbbtain Types op Residential Buildings ® 



Frame 

Masonry^ vnth 
frame interior 

Masonry^ 

slow-burning 

Masonry^ 

fireproof 

i 

Prob¬ 

able 

useful 

life 

Depre¬ 

ciation 

rate 

Prob¬ 

able 

useful 

life 

Depre¬ 

dation 

rate 

Prob¬ 

able 

useful 

life 

Depre¬ 

dation 

rate 

Prob¬ 

able 

useful 

life 

III 

Single-family 

years 

per 

cent 

years 

per 

cent 

years 

per 

cent 

years 

per 

cent 

dwellings.... 
Two-, three-, or 
four-family 

33 

3 

50 

2 

! 

50 

2 

50 

2 

dwellings.... 

so 

Si 

33 

3 

40 

21 

45 

21 

Row houses.... 
Apartments and 
flats without 

30 

Si 

35 

21 

40 

21 

45 

21 

! 

elevators.... 
Hotels and ele¬ 
vator apart¬ 

25 

4 

30 

31 

35 

21 

40 

21 

ments. 

22 

41 

25 

4 

30 

31 

35 

21 


(a) United States Treasury Department, Bureau of Internal Revenue, “Depre¬ 
ciation Studies, Preliminary Report” (GPO, Washington, 1931), p. 3. 

the cost was borne by the public through subsidies or some other 
form of aid. No recent distribution of British budgets is available.® 
Information on family budgets in France usually relates to in¬ 
dividual cities or restricted areas. From such data it appears that 
the outlay for shelter, about 12 per cent, represents a considerably 
smaller proportion of the budget than in either Great Britain or 
Germany. That ratio is also indicated for Sweden by some cost-of- 
living studies, although others place it as high as 15 per cent. In 
Norway the ratio is considerably higher, approximating that for 
the United States. In Belgium the proportion is much lower, rang¬ 
ing below 10 per cent for wage-earning groups, according to most 
cost-of-living surveys. 

In those oriental countries where the expenditure for food rep- 

3 Some years ago both employees and representatives of labor agreed that 
a new cost-of-living survey in Great Britain was not advisable under the 
conditions then prevailing. 
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resents a distinctly high percentage of the budget, the ratio for 
shelter often falls appreciably below the percentages for Euro¬ 
pean countries; the high relative cost of food in the East is in the 
main at the expense of the sundries item. 


TABLE M 

Economic Rental of Single-Family Homes and of Apartment-Houses in 
THE United States, 1913-1918, as Computed by United States 
Housing Corporation a 


Single-Family Homes 



Low 

Median 

High 

Revised 

median 

Maintenance . 

. 0.8 

1.4 

2.5 

2.8 

Service . 

. 0.3 

0.5 

0.6 

1.0 

Insurance . 

. 0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.2 

Taxes and assessments . 

. 1.1 

1.4 

1.9 

1.4 

Vacancies and bad accounts ... 

. 0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

0.7 

Depreciation and obsolescence & 

. 3.0 

3.0 

4.0 

3.0 

Administration . 

. 0.3 

0,6 

0.5 

0.5 

Total expense. 

1,1^.-m 

.. 1 

1- , 


. 6.1 

7.7 

10.8 

9.6 

Interest & . 

. 6.0 

6.0 

7.0 

6.0 

Gross rental, justified . 

. lO 

13.7 

17.8 

16.6 

Gross rental, obtained . 

. 7.5 

9.2 

11.0 

13.8 

Deficit from justified rental ... 

. 3.6 

4,5 

6.8 

1.8 

Net earnings on investment ... 

. 1.4 

1.5 

0.2 


Maintenance . 

Apartments 
. 1.2 

1.9 

4.9 

3.8 

Service . 

. 0.7 

1.6 

2.9 

3.2 

Insurance . 

. 0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0,2 

Taxes and assessments . 

. 1.1 

1.5 

2.0 

1.5 

Vacancies and bad accounts .. 

. 0.5 

1.0 

1,7 

1.0 

Depreciation and obsolescence?? 

. 3.0 

3,5 

4.5 

3.5 

Administration . 

. 0.4 

0,5 

0.6 

1,0 

Total expense . 

. u 

102 

16.9 

14.2 

Interest & . 

. 6.0 

6.0 

8.0 

6.0 

Gross rental, justified. 

. 12^ 

16.2 

24.9 

20.2 

Gross rental, obtained. 

. 9.1 

11.5 

14.5 

17.2 

Deficit from justified rental ... 

. 

4.7 

10.4' 

3.0 

Net earnings on investment ..., 

. 

1.3 

2Ae 


(a) USDC, Bureau of Industrial Housing and Transportation, 

“ United 


States Housing Corporation Report” (GPO, Washington, 1920), VoL I, p. 47. 
The report stated that the results were based on past experience, and the 
revised median, not in the published report, was apparently intended to 
reflect conditions prevailing in 1920. 

(h) Estimated and assumed. 

(c) Apparently a deficit. 
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In Great Britain an economic rental is ordinarily reckoned at 
a somewhat lower percentage, frequently at about 10 per cent. 
While this may have been due at times in part to a lower rate of 
interest, apparently a more important factor is the smaller allow¬ 
ance for maintenance and depreciation charges in Great Britain, 
which in turn may be attributed to the predominance of brick con¬ 
struction already noted in Chapter II. One computation of an 
economic rental of a British cottage home is given in Table N; the 
item of local taxes given there is slightly larger than that used in 
the computation of the economic rental of American homes in 
Table M. The allowance for the other items, however, is appre¬ 
ciably smaller. The allowance of % of 1 per cent for sinking fund 
may be considered as representing depreciation. This may seem 
too low, but the life of a British house of brick is a good deal 
longer than that for an American frame house. If it be taken at 
seventy-five years, an allowance of ^ of 1 per cent yearly would 
completely amortize the original cost and leave a substantial 
amount for obsolescence. Much of the dilference between the total 
economic rent in the United States and that of the British cottage 
is thus accounted for. 


TABLE N 


Economic Rental of a British Cottage Home, 1922 or 1923 ® 


Interest on .£75 at 6% . 

Interest on £300 at 5^%. 

Sinking funds, £375 at -1% ... 

Local taxes . 

Repairs . 

Insurance . 

Administration. 

Vacancies, etc. .. 


£ s. d. s. d. Per cent^ 

4 10 0 

16 10 0 21 0 0 5.0 

1 17 6 0.5 

10 0 0 2.67 

5 7 3 1.43 

5 3 0.07 

2 2 6 0.57 

1 12 6 0.43 

11 5 o' 11.27 


(а) Barnes, Harry: “Housing; The Facts and the Future” (Ernest Benn, 
Limited, London, 1923), p. 191. 

(б) Reckoned on basis of total cost, including land. 










CHAPTER IV 


Oeganizationai, Disabilities 

Herbert Hoover ^ 

Disability. “ We have a larger proportion of adequate housing 
tjhan any country in the world, but we still lag far behind our na¬ 
tional ideals of homes for all our people. . . . There are problems 
of architecture, esthetic questions and questions of interior con¬ 
venience, as well as problems of construction—all of which have 
large importance and enter into rural as well as urban homes,” 

Solution.^ “ The real solution probably lies in some radical 
departure in house construction and economics, as it does not ap¬ 
pear to us that we are likely to have such relative readjustments 
as will correct this situation.” 

American Construction Council ® 

Disability. “Faulty engineering, unreliable architects, inexpe¬ 
rienced and incompetent contractors, inferior grades of materials, 
poor mechanics, inadequate and poor inspection and other bad 
factors too frequently enter into building work. . . . Every ele¬ 
ment in the industry must bear its proportionate share of the 
blame for the vicious practices not infrequently found in building 
projects today, and for permitting practices within its ranks that 
do not measure up to proper standards.” 

Ernest J. P. Berm (^author and economist) ^ 

Disability. “ In considering housing and building, it should al¬ 
ways be remembered that the building trade is a protected trade. 

1 Address at opening session of the President’s Conference on Home 
Building and Home Ownership, September 24, 1930 (New York Times, Sep¬ 
tember 26, 1930.) 

2 Quoted (from a statement by Mr. Hoover in 1926) by Goodrich, Ernest P., 
"The Houses of the Future” (Building Age, September, 1930, p. 36). 

8 “Better Buildings.” Quoted by Haber, William, "Industrial Relations 
in the Building Industry” (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1930), 
p. 678, 

4 “ The Return to Laissez Faire ” (D. Appleton and Company, New York, 
1929), p. 146. 
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That is why building is something of a problem all over the world. 
There is an almost total absence of foreign competition in connec¬ 
tion with building. Furthermore, the restraint of transport facili¬ 
ties gives a new share of protection to the building industry, and 
the builders of Essex are not in effective competition with the build¬ 
ers of Norfolk. This natural protection or shelter sets a premium 
on laziness and dilatory methods in the budding trade the world 
over. It accounts for the almost total absence of machinery in 
the building trade, for the difficulties of mass production, and has 
the effect of keeping the whole of the human race not only short of 
houses but living all the time behind what is the standard of com¬ 
fort known to be possible.” 

W. A. Starrett {builder, president of the Thompson-Starrett 
Company ® 

Disability. “ When an industry ranks among the first two or 
three in a great industrial nation and no one engaged in it makes 
a living except indirectly, something is wrong. The answer is that 
building, while conducted with high technical efficiency, is, eco¬ 
nomically, the most disorganized major activity known to modern 
business, agriculture perhaps excepted. It is as fiercely competi¬ 
tive as the jungle and it is at the mercy of the customer to an 
extraordinary extent.” 

Ernst <§• Ernst {certified public accountants') ® 

Disability. “ The construction industry . . . does not function 
as an industry. It is rather an agglomeration of industries, with¬ 
out proper unity, form, organization or coordination. To refer to 
it as a single industry ... is a figure of speech. There are inter¬ 
ests devoted to real estate development of various kinds; there are 
contractors for large projects; there are thousands of small con¬ 
tractors ; there are material manufacturers and dealers, mortgage 
bankers and bond houses, building and loan associations, road 
builders, dam builders, architects, carpenters, electricians, paper 
hangers and ditch diggers. All are lumped under ‘ construction,’ 
yet most have their separate organizations and interests, their 
diverse influences and directions. This is the curse of the industry. 

5 “ Pierce Competition and Losses ” (Quoted from the Saturday Evening 
Post by The Builder’s Record, August, 1928, p. 2). 

8 “Ills of the Construction Industry” (Weekly Bulletin, April 28, 1981). 
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The fault lies mainly within the industry, and partly with the pub¬ 
lic, but it is remediable if given proper attention. 


Architectural Disabilities 
Howard T. Fisher {architect) ^ 

Disability. “ The house, among all the important tools of the 
twentieth century, is unicj^ue in the inetBciency and clumsiness of 
its design. The age that has produced the ocean liner, the sky¬ 
scraper and the zeppelin has as yet done but little towards solving 
one of the most important and basic needs of mankind. . . . 

“ Of all the productions of our present day, the house alone is 
considered in terms of the past.” 

Solution. Modernization of plan, structure and mechanical 
equipment. Improved layout of rooms, changes in insulation and 
heating methods. 

Ernest P. Goodrich {engineer and author) ® 

Disability. “ Today new conveniences and equipment constitute 
48 per cent of the total cost of the house: Heat and lighting, 8% 
per cent; floor finishes, 12 per cent; interior finish and decoration, 
12 per cent; plumbing and utility construction, 15% per cent. 
But these new factors have not been efficiently incorporated into 
the design of the house.” 

Solution. “ Improved construction methods are now commer¬ 
cially practical if the architect has initiative, a sympathetic un¬ 
derstanding of construction problems and can design without ad¬ 
hering too closely to past construction methods.” 

Construction Disabilities 
Engineering News-Record ® 

Disability. “ It is no secret that the average house today is a 
shoddy affair, of high first cost, and soon reduced to a condition 

7 “ New Elements in House Design ” (The Architectural Record, November, 
1929, p. 897), 

8 “ Revolution in Housing Needed to Lower Costs ” (New York Times, 
January 19, 1930). 

8 June 12, 1930 (editorial). 
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requiring constant maintenance; that it is built as it was built 
a great many years ago, by hand methods, with every piece cut in 
the field by men whose horizon is limited to the locality in which 
they live, whose training is of a sort that makes them impervious 
to the adaptation of new methods, whose financial capacity does 
not permit of modern research or study, in case they do recognize 
their value, and who themselves often are the victims of profiteer¬ 
ing materials dealers. Today there are available better automo¬ 
biles, better furniture and even better office buildings than were 
available only ten years ago, and they cost less. But the average 
house not only costs more today than it did in the days of our 
fathers and grandfathers, but it is an inferior product.” 

Solution. “ The question is one of method primarily, and mate¬ 
rial only in second order. Wood, steel, gypsum, brick or concrete 
will each find its proper place in the scheme after the important 
matter of method has been disposed of. 

“ The basic need is to transform the house-building field from a 
poorly organized craft into an industry such as serves the office¬ 
building field, for instance. Transfer as many as possible of the 
cutting and fitting jobs to the shop, where they can be controlled 
and improved and lowered in cost; use those materials which mod¬ 
ern research has developed, and use them in their proper place; 
reduce field labor costs to a minimum; and, finally, make a sincere 
effort to give the house purchaser a better structure at a reason¬ 
able cost. 

“ If engineers and industrialists would give to house building the 
thoughtful planning and technical foresight that they have lav¬ 
ished on other branches of industry, a remarkable renaissance 
would soon be under way. . . . Solving the house-building mud¬ 
dle is not a problem for citizens’ committees, congressmen or phi¬ 
lanthropists. It is up to the engineer, the organizer and the 
financier.” 

Ernest Flagg {architect) 

Disability. “For the last 300 or 400 years there has been no 
forward progress in house building. If one compares the frame 

10 “Reducing Costs by the Proper Designing of Houses,” in “Housing 
Problems in America,” 1923, Vol. IX, p. 96. 
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house of today with that of our ancestors who landed on these 
shores 300 years ago, there will appear little change. Except for 
heating, lighting and plumbing there has been no improvement. 
The design is generally not so good and the construction more 
flimsy. There is the same unhealthy cellar, the same waste of space, 
the same intolerable heat under the roof, the same difficulty to 
heat in winter and the same need for constant repairs.” 

Solution. Standardization of parts; use of a modular system; 
factory methods of production. 

Robert P. Lamont {when Secretary of Commerce) 

Disability. “Without doubt the major obstacle to an extensive 
increase in home ownership in this country is financial. The tradi¬ 
tional single-family house handed down from our ancestors costs 
too much for the wage-earner. Instead of taking thought to reduce 
that cost, as we have reduced the cost of the automobile, for in¬ 
stance, we have accepted the substitute multi-family dwelling, the 
tenement. That is not only social shortsightedness; it is economic 
shortsightedness. The market for good housing within the range of 
the poor man’s pocketbook is the richest untapped market in the 
world.” 

Solution. “ It woxild be a gratuitous reflection on modern science 
and engineering technique to suggest that the production of such 
housing is impossible. Until the last few years it has never been 
tried. Let the same initiative that produced the skyscraper be 
turned to the production of low-cost dwellings and the results will 
surprise a world bred in a tradition of housing that has not 
changed fundamentally in five thousand years. Awareness, housing- 
consciousness to replace the widespread apathy to housing — that 
is the first requisite.” 

Franhlin D. Roosevelt {when Governor of New York) 

Disability. “ There is no question that the recent rush to remedy 
a housing shortage in almost every state of the nation has resulted 

11 The President’s Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership. 
Vol. IV, p. viH. 

12 Address before American Construction Council, May, 1925. (Quoted 
by TVilliam Haber: “ Industrial Helations in the Building Industry,” pp. 
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in the erection of buildings which either go up in smoke or fall 
apart during our lifetime. Up to 1915 the United States has had 
an unenviable reputation for its fire loss and for its annual repair 
bill caused by cheap and unenduring methods. Since 1915 our 
building methods have not improved — they have in thousands of 
instances deteriorated.” 

R. L. Davison {engineer and author') 

Disability. “ One must face the fact that the great majority of 
houses are in reality not the well designed and well built houses of 
Colonial or English tradition suggested by the word home, but 
flimsily built boxes turned out by the mile by speculative builders 
without the benefit of an architect.” 

Solution. Formation of a central research organization to de¬ 
velop better methods of construction; substitution of new mate¬ 
rials ; thinner walls; better insulation methods. 

Lawrence Veiller {secretary of the National Housing Associa¬ 
tion) 

Disability. “ The great mass of houses in America, especially 
homes of working people, are built by speculative builders who 
seek to make a quick profit. Consequently, there is an incentive to 
slight the work, to build cheaply, to substitute inferior materials, 
and no incentive to good workmanship. They have little or no con¬ 
cern whether the house lasts a long time or soon needs repairs, for 
they will have sold the house long before that time and will have 
no concern with it. 'I'he more they can ‘ skin ’ it, as the phrase goes, 
the more profit for them. As a result, the great mass of our houses 
in America are badly built. Many need repainting and repairs 
within a few months after the family has moved in. The plumbing 
wears out quickly, everything has to be renewed much sooner than 
it should; so that this kind of building is a very distinct discour¬ 
agement to investment in a home on the part of the average man. 
This is undoubtedly one of the factors in the great increase in the 
number of rented homes in the United States in recent years.” 

13 “ New Construction Methods ” (The Architectural Record, October, 1929, 
p. 384). 

14 “ The Housing Problem in the United States ” (National Housing Asso¬ 
ciation Publications, New York, 1930), pp. 21-22. 
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Royal Barry Wills (^architect) 

Disability, Materials in themselves out of date are assembled 
at the site in a hit or miss fashion by skilled labor not properly 
directed or organized. Bricks are laid one upon another by hand, 
as they were when the Romans built their aqueducts. Wood is sawed 
and nailed by hand. Work that should be done under factory con¬ 
ditions is done on the job in the most expensive way possible.” 

Management Disabilities 

Committee on Elimination of WastCy Federated American Engi¬ 
neering Societies 

Disability, Yet it is a rare exception to find a construction job 
planned to co-ordinate the various divisions of work with the neces¬ 
sary materials. . . . The average contractor . . . largely regu¬ 
lates deliveries of materials by visits to the job, or through advices 
received from the job superintendent, stating that he will need this 
or that at such a time. Such a method of planning must result in 
delaying the job for want of material or at other times in burden¬ 
ing the job by an over-supply of material. Frequent lay-offs result 
in dissatisfaction of the workmen, loss of good mechanics, and 
higher labor turnover.” 

Contractors, by failure to make thorough studies to determine 
the amount, type, and best location of plant and equipment, add 
another contribution to waste.” 

. . General failure of the industry as a whole to develop and 
use a greater amount of mechanical equipment is an established 
fact. Greater strides have been made in almost every other indus¬ 
try in the application of mechanical means as labor-saving devices 
and production stimulants. , . 

In construction ... a great deal of waste occurs in cutting 
lumber, breakage of brick, loss of mortar, and damages to mate¬ 
rials. In scaffolding the waste of lumber is appalling. New lumber 
and thin hoards are used until one-half of this is ruined before the 
finish of the job. . . 

15 « This Vicious Circle of Jobs by Hand ” (The American Architect, June, 
1930, p. 22), 

16 “Waste in Industry” (McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., New York, 1921), 
pp. 72-73, 73-79, 90 , 
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F. H. McGraw and Johnson Heywood {authors^ 

Disability. “ There are something like 250,000 contractors in 
the United States. Most of them are small. A very large majority 
of them are ex-superintendents or ex-foremen who have succumbed 
to the common American urge to go into business for themselves. 
Many of them are excellent rule-of-thumb mechanics, some of them 
can handle men to advantage, but mighty few of them are execu¬ 
tives of sufficient capacity to plan work accurately or of sufficient 
progressiveness to adopt modern labor-saving machines and meth¬ 
ods. Then in some of the large cities there are real-estate op¬ 
erators with practically no knowledge of construction methods 
who undertake to do their own building. Instead of saving the con¬ 
tractor’s profit, they generally succeed in wasting so much that 
it costs them far too much to build. It is chiefly this army of more 
or less incompetent contractors and real-estate men that gives 
the construction industry the reputation of being inefficient.” 

Labor Disabilities 
Brick and Clay Record 

Disability. “ The productivity of labor in building material 
factories has been increased and the economies have been passed 
on to the consumer. But there the economy has stopped. The pro¬ 
ductivity of building labor has increased little and in many cases 
has decreased considerably. Brick layers, for instance, lay fewer 
brick per hour but they receive much more money for this labor. 

“ So we have the rather interesting spectacle of building labor 
standing practically alone of all trades in their lack of increased 
productivity, yet receiving for this inefficient labor a vastly higher 
return than other workmen.” 

“ Building labor wages are too high. They are out of line with 
the wages in other industries and are putting the price of homes 
beyond the ability of the workingmen to pay.” 

Solution. “ We believe that a substantial and general reduction 
in building labor would contribute tremendously to the prosperity 
of the country and of the building trades themselves. 

17 “Does Building Cost Too Much?” (World’s Work, December, 1930, 

„ J Q\ 

18 “ Building Labor Wages Are Too High ” (Brick and Clay Record, Octo¬ 
ber 21, 1930, p. 465). 
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Lawrence Veiller^^ 

Disability. . . The cost of the average small home in the 
United States has risen 19 per cent during the past six years and 
is still climbing. The chief reason for this is in the high wages paid 
to labour in the building industry and in the manufacture of mate¬ 
rials that enter into a building. One observer commenting on this 
said recently: 

‘ The cost of housing through public indifference and timidities of 
politicians has been permitted to mount out of all proportion to other 
items in the cost of living. A thousand dollars worth of automobile or 
of many other articles today means more than twenty years ago, while 
a thousand dollars worth of building construction means considerably 
less.’ 

. . In this increased cost of building labor many thoughtful 
observers find the reasons for the ever-mounting cost of building 
construction. This increase in the cost of building is out of keeping 
with increased costs of other commodities. Official figures show 
that since 1913, food prices in the country have increased by 59 
per cent; clothing by 65 per cent; and fuel and light by 81 per 
cent; house furnishing by 105 per cent; while building costs in¬ 
creased by 110 per cent.” 

National City Bank of New York 

Disability. “ Due principally to this high level of wages and to 
the many restrictions imposed by the unions which have prevented 
offsetting economies, building costs have been maintained at levels 
which not only act as a brake upon new construction but are re¬ 
sponsible for the enormous increase in rents which bears so heavily 
upon the population of our cities, including the wage-earners them¬ 
selves.” 

FiNANCtNG Disabilities 

Herbert Hoover 

Disability. “ The finance of home building, especially for second 
mortgages, is the most backward segment of our whole credit sys- 

19 “ The Town Planning Review,” Vol. XIII, No. 4, December, 1929, p. 249. 

29 Monthly Circular, June, 1930. 

21 Address before Conference on Home Building and Home Ownership 
(New York Times, September 25, 1930). 



APPENDIX 


543 


tem. It is easier to borrow 85 per cent on an automobile and repay 
it on the installment plan than to buy a home on that basis — and 
generally the house requires a higher interest rate.” 

“ The whole process of purchase and finance involves a cere¬ 
mony like a treaty between governments, and yet the home is cer¬ 
tainly as good collateral as an automobile; it depreciates more 
slowly, if at all. . . 

Clyde A. Mann, {Director of Certified Building Registry) 

Disability. “ Home building has been starved by the system of 
loans that disregarded differences in grade. The margin of safety 
necessary for the poorest has been exacted of quality construction 
— 50 to 60 per cent of a fair valuation. This has increased second 
mortgage needs at usurious interest and discounts and has in¬ 
creased the cost of the houses built, increased the costs both to the 
builder and to the buyer. A needless waste has put its chilling hand 
upon home building.” 

Solution. Certified construction. 

Legislative Disabilities 

United States Senate, Committee on Reconstruction and Produc¬ 
tion 

Disability. “ The building codes of the country have not been 
developed upon scientific data, but rather on compromises; they 
are not uniform in principle and in many instances involve an ad¬ 
ditional cost of construction without assuring more useful or more 
durable buildings.” 

United States Department of Commerce, Building Code Com¬ 
mittee^^ 

Disability. “ Unless a building code is drafted with extreme care 
concerning the correctness of its numerous requirements and their 
relation to each other, obsolete provisions are apt to creep in, also 
unexpected applications develop which are objectionable and ex- 

22 “ The Cost of Cheapness in Home Construction ” (National Real Estate 
Journal, March 3, 1930). 

23 Quoted in Report of the Building Code Committee, July, 1922 (GPO, 
Washington, 1922), p. 1. 

24 Report of July, 1925 (GPO, Washington, 1925), pp. 17-18. 
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pensive. There is, furthermore, an essential difference between a 
building specification and a building code, based on the police 
power, which those who draft building codes frequently fail to ap¬ 
preciate. Codes written by competent architects and engineers 
often take the form of specifications for good practice instead of 
stating minimum safe limits.” 

Wilbur L. Cross {Governor of Connecticut) 

Disability. “ The income of our towns and cities is now derived 
largely from a tax on real estate. This class of wealth, which 
represents less than 20 per cent of the total wealth of the State, 
is paying fully 60 per cent of the cost of our schools, and our town, 
county, and state governments. So large a tax on real estate not 
only affects the owner and the rent-payer , it also enters mate¬ 
rially into the cost of the products of manufacturing concerns.” 

Building Investments^ 

Disability. “ The increasing number of tax sales in the various 
counties of New York State is sufficient evidence of the toll being 
taken by high real estate taxes and their disastrous results. . . . 
The question is receiving serious consideration by the National 
Grovernment and organizations interested m the economic and so¬ 
cial welfare of the country. There can be little questioning of the 
fact that high taxes have discouraged home ownership and that a 
little relief on this score would prove quite stimulative to the home¬ 
owning movement.” 

National Association of Beal Estate Boards 

Disability. “Archaic usury legislation keeps money from the 
second mortgage field, makes interest rates high because it is hard 
to get, and keeps many people from home-ownership.” 

Solution. “In 1929,” according to Mr. Keep,®* “American 
bankers, attorneys and experts on the land agree that the usury 

25 Message to Legislature of Connecticut (United States Daily, February 
16, 1931, Supplement). 

26 “Real Estate Taxes; A Tariff in Restraint of Trade?” (Building In¬ 
vestment, February, 1931, pp. 29-30). 

27 Press Article 17, pp. 1 and 4. 

28 S. N. Reep, a prominent authority on home financing. 
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laws should be amended and that the maximum interest charges 
authorized by statute on second mortgage financing should be 
permitted to correspond, as nearly as can be ascertained, to the 
actual cost of that type of financing in various parts of the coun¬ 
try, so that more capital will be attracted to this field and real 
estate made more liquid.’^ 


Disabilities Due to the Home-ownee 
William Haber {author) 

Hisahility. “ The most important single agent in the building 
industry is the owner. His demand determines the kind and size 
of building and the time when it is to be begun and finished. His 
insistence that a structure be completed on a definite date is re¬ 
sponsible for many wasteful competitive practices. The contractor 
can do little to correct bad policies, nor can he hold out against 
the exorbitant demands of labor or other groups, when he is con¬ 
fronted by the owner’s insistence for a completed structure at a 
specified time, usually determined without much consideration for 
possible contingencies. . . . 

The attitude of the building owner and the contractor is one 
of total disregard for consequences. ‘ I want what I want when I 
want it,’ has characterized their approach to the problem. All seek 
labor when labor is fully employed. Workers are rushed to finish 
a job and therefore must shirk on thoroughness or efficiency. 
When the peak is passed, the best mechanics are available; mate¬ 
rials and equipment are idle. . . .” 

James S. Taylor (Chief of the Division of Building and Housing, 
United States Department of Commerce) 

Disability. “ Men are lured, by what seems attractive, to make 
important decisions, and live to regret their choice . . . many 
families would be better satisfied with their houses if they used 
more discrimination in picking out good ones, and did not ‘fall’ 
for showy features — or, in effect, demand them, even when they 
may have been provided at the expense of items they later find they 

29 “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry,” pp. 61 and 96. 

80 “New Trends in Home Design” (Address before National Association 
of Real Estate Boards, June 26, 1929, pp. 3, 9, and 10). 
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really need — or of shoddy structures that quickly deteriorate 
and multiply the owner’s repair bills.” 

. . The bathroom is one of the most conspicuous features of 
many new small houses. I recall one in a row house selling for less 
than six thousand dollars. Although small, it looked fit at least for 
a millionaire screen star, with its floor of black and white tile, buff 
colored tile wainscoting, special wallpaper showing sea scenes, and 
the built-in bathtub, with shower attachment, in a kind of alcove. 
The bathtub on legs is going out of style even in the lower priced 
new houses. ... Of the houses covered in our survey, three 
fourths had tile floors in the bathroom, and about one half, tile 
wainscoting.” 

“ I need not go into the growing part which electricity is play¬ 
ing in the home. You all know of its use for lighting, electric irons, 
toasters, refrigeration, operation of vacuum cleaners and washing 
machines, and most recently for heating by means of large hot 
water storage tanks which consume current, provided at special 
rates, during the hours after midnight when other power require¬ 
ments are at a minimum. All this involves a more expensive wiring, 
and additional electric outlets, and leaves less of the owners’ dol¬ 
lar for the structure of the house itself.” 

John M. Gries {Jormer Chief of the Division of Building and Hous¬ 
ing, United States Department of Commerce) 

Disability. “A survey shows 1112 different sizes, varieties and 
styles of [plumbers’] traps. It seems probable that these will be 
reduced to 117.” 

“ At present there are approximately 600 different sizes and 
styles of window sash. . . . To my mind it would seem that 150 
different sizes and varieties would satisfy the desires of all design¬ 
ers and reduce very materially the stock which the retailer must 
carry.” 

Solution. Reduction in number of styles, sizes, etc.; development 
of new materials; standardization of window openings and of 
various parts; possibly elimination of the cellar. 

81 “New Materials, Processes and Standardization” (In “Housing Prob¬ 
lems in America,” 1923, Vol. IX, pp. 57-68). 

82 In 1923. 
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Walter W. Hoops {Vice-president of Carrol-Dean Murphy, 
Inc.) 

Disability. “If 95 per cent of all automobiles were built to 
order . . . according to the owner’s fancy . . . the automobile 
industry . . . wouldn’t be an industry. . . . Yet . . . the so- 
called building industry is just such a non-industry . . . and 
many of the difficulties to which it is recurrently subject arise be¬ 
cause it is what it is.” 

Solution. Organization of great corporations, handling all 
phases of the industry: construction, marketing, financing, etc. 

International Housing Association 

Disability. “ If we look back on the manner in which, since the 
beginning of the 19th century, building has been carried on all the 
world over, we shall find that in all parts of the globe people used 
to have certain types of structure for dwellings of a certain kind, 
types repeated a thousandfold with slight changes, i.e., with the 
variations as to construction and material, due to local usages and 
custom. Is it not strange that no objection to this was taken in 
former times and that opposition came forward in our age of 
rationalisation only.? The same people who in their workshop or 
factory are striving after the elimination of the slightest chance of 
idle running, with a view to obtaining a maximum of output with 
a minimum of effort, think they cannot follow that economic prin¬ 
ciple in the field of housing, because individuality might be sup¬ 
pressed thereby.” 


Geneeal Disabilities 
Ernest P. Goodrich {engineer and author) 

Disability. “Subdividers preserve the vicious, inherited tend¬ 
ency toward long narrow lots, which is wasteful of land and an 
obstacle to the building of better homes.” 

“The process of producing houses is distributed through so 
many agencies — the plumber, the carpenter, the electrician, the 

33 “Wanted — A Building Industry” (Brick and Clay Record, July 29, 
1930, p. 156). 

34 “ Housing Policy of Frankfort on the Main,” p. 19. 

35 Vide supra . 
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hardware dealer, the glazier, the tinsmith, the mason, the brick¬ 
layer, the plasterer, the hod carrier, the laborer — that the pros¬ 
pect of success in trying to secure further piecemeal economies 
in connection with existing competitive methods is hopeless.” 
“Health, safety, happiness, education and social progress are 
being sacrificed. . . . Satisfaction and happiness are sought out¬ 
side the home. . . . The high cost of homes . . . postpones mar¬ 
riage. It affects morals.” 

Solution. “ The solution must be sought along sound economic 
lines and in scientific research. . . . The world is not going to 
reach a solution of its housing problems by feeding spoonfuls of 
State aid or private philanthropy to those who cannot afford to 
build, buy or rent decent homes at present costs. Charity will pro¬ 
vide only temporary relief.” 

Lewis Mumford (critic) 

Disability. “ What we actually achieve in the shoddy industrial 
suburbs of Long Island City, Brooklyn, Detroit, Chicago, St. 
Louis, is only a hollow counterfeit, so badly built that the houses 
will require complete renovation before the last installment has 
been paid off; and often, as in Long Island City, with very genuine 
fire hazards and health hazards.” 

“. . . Municipalities have permitted the subdivision and sale of 
land without adequate utilities — thus temporarily concealing the 
eventual costs of the isolated house; likewise . . . these munici¬ 
palities have permitted dangerous or short lived forms of con¬ 
struction and unhygienic designs.” 

Solution. “The alternative to such low-grade building, below 
every standard of honesty and technical decency, is group housing 
and community planning; for only by this means can we escape the 
waste of small-scale operations ... a higher type of house can 
be created in row units or in apartments than can be conceived of 
at the same price level in separate units. . . .” 

36 “ The Chance for Civilized Housing ” (The New Republic, September 17, 
1930, pp. 115-117). 
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Summary of Disabilities 

I. General 

Local nature 
Complexity- 

Subcontracting evils: frequent failures 
Irresponsible contractors 
Sub-group consciousness 
Irregular demand 

Curtailment of construction in winter 

Extensive use of credit 

O-wner’s insistence on time limit 

Owner’s refusal to support contractor against demands of 
labor 

II. Architectural 

Houses poorly designed 

Accessories not efficiently incorporated into the structure 

Lack of sufficient supervision 

Vagueness in plans and specifications 

Tradition over-emphasized 

Larger projects preferred 

III. Constructional 

Dwelling-house industry backward 

Hand methods: much material cut on the job 
No economies of mass production 
Few labor-saving devices 
Shifting nature of work 
Lack of scientific, coordinated effort 
Shoddy construction 
Needless weight of materials 
Needlessly thick walls 
Excessive cost 

Lack of light and ventilation 
Inflammable construction 

IV. Managerial 

Excessive number of contractors 

Small size of average contracting concern 

Many incompetent contractors 

The speculative builder 

Lack of efficient routing 

Lack of proper equipment 
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Waste of materials 
Use of inferior material 
Seasonal unemployment 

V. Labor 

Large number of crafts 

Frequent disputes 

Jurisdictional disputes 

Use of skilled labor for unskilled work 

Reduction in skill 

High wages 

VI. Financial 

Inadequate organization 
Obsolete laws 

High cost of second-mortgage funds 
Failure of lending agencies to consider quality 
Usury laws 

Heavy foreclosure costs 

VII. Legislative 

Building codes unscientific, excessive, chaotic 
Complicated and expensive administration 
Large proportion of taxes derived from real estate 
High taxes discouraging to home ownership 

VIII. Attitude of Consumer 

Tendency of purchaser to exceed his means 
Concentration of leasing dates 

Expenditures for automobiles, recreation, etc., placed ahead 
of outlay for shelter 

Owner’s insistence on individuality of design 
Emphasis on non-essentials 
Demand for expensive fads and novelties 
Excessive number of styles, types, sizes, etc. 

IX. Miscellaneous 

Wasteful subdivision methods 

Building material dealers not interested in reducing costs 
Decline in quality 

Lack of proper oversight by municipalities 
Accidents 



CHAPTER V 

Equipment and Operations op the General Contractor 


Equipment 

1. For layout of lines and grades 

Transit or level, rod. 

Sledge hammer, axe, hammer, nails. 

String, stakes, and batter boards. 

2. Excavating equipment 

Shovels, picks, wheelbarrows, chains and drag, scraper ; axe and 
saw for trees, shrubs, roots. 

Trucks. 

Pumping equipment, either hand or power type. 

3. Concrete equipment 

Mixer, barrows, hose, water barrel, pails. 

Reinforcing rod-cutting tool. 

4. Forms 

Wire cutters, form oil and brush for applying. 

Form lumber; if new material, it is reused for other structural 
parts of the building, or may be taken from contractor’s yard 
stock, especially supports and braces, which are reused several 
times. 

5. Staging 

Staging lumber, horses, brackets. 

Ladders, rope, nails, bolts. 

Runways for concrete foundation wall work. 

Platform at mixer. 

6. Construction sheds 

Field office and material shed; doors, sash, roofing. 

Bench, shelves, racks. 

Temporary telephone and wiring; gong for telephone. 
Temporary electric light and power line. 

Stove to heat office (if in winter). 

Privy. 

7. First-aid kit 

8. Electric power tools 

Saw, floor-sander. 

9. Small truck for getting miscellaneous material to job and for trans¬ 

portation of workmen. 
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10. Tarpaulins for covering materials. 

11. Time cards, job records, etc. 

12. Miscellaneous 

Hinges and padlocks for temporary doors. 

Wire brush for concrete surfaces. 

Paint and brush for steel and ironwork field coat. 

Asphaltum paint for wood sills, columns, etc., in contact with 
concrete; brush for same. 

White lead for exterior woodwork points. 

Broom, sponge, pail; shovels for snow. 

Sandpaper, putty, glue. 

Building paper for protection purposes. 

Cloth screens for temporary window closing during plaster¬ 
ing. 

Straw and canvas for protecting new masonry and concrete work 
from cold and rain. 


Operations 

1. Layout and excavating 

a. Staking out; lines and levels. 

b. Hand labor: 

Stripping loam. 

Excavating trenches, etc. 

c. Backfill and rough grading. 

d. Dry wells and connections to roof leaders. 

e. Septic tank (or sewer), dry wells, and coimections. 

/. Water supply, temporary and permanent. 

gr. Driveway excavating, cinder fill. 
h. Gas supply to house. 

2. Foundation work 

a. Wood forms. 

b. Concrete footings and walls. 

c. Waterproofing. 

d. Inserts and openings, such as bolts for sills, openings for 

sewer, water, gas service pipes. 

e. Concrete floors. 

f. Foundations for chimney, boiler, columns, steps, etc. 

g. Retaining walls. 

h. Cellar area window units, to be built in. 

3. Framing 

a. Iron columns, steel girders, steel framing work. 

b. Wood frame and boarding, rough stairs, partitions, etc. 
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4. Exterior finish 

a. Exterior trim. 

b. Window and door frames, sash, louvres, blinds. 

c. Steel sash for garage. 

d. Porch and piazza columns, railings, etc. 

Porch and piazza ceilings. 

e. Wall covering; waterproof paper, clapboards, special board¬ 

ing. 

f. Garage doors and fittings. 

g. Metal flashing in connection with carpentry work. 

h. Glass and glazing: 

Of steel sash. 

Of broken panes. 

5. Insulation 

a. Board type material put up by carpenters. 

6. Grounds, strapping, and furring 

а. Blocking for fixtures. 

б. Cutting for plumbing and heating work. 

7. Inside finish 

a. All wood trim, stair work, mantels, cabinets, paneling, doors. 
h. Application of all finish hardware. 

8. Finish wood floors (sometimes sublet) 

9. Underfloor for cork tile and linoleum floors 

10. Miscellaneous 

а. Basement storeroom and shelves. 

б. Meter board. 

c. Underground garbage receiver. 

d. Whitewash cellar walls. 

Construction Material Purchased by the General Contractor 

1. Materials for forms 

Lumber, nails, tie wire, form oil. 

2. Materials for concrete 

Cement, sand, stone, lime. 

Reinforcing rods. 

3. Steel work 

Lally columns. 

Steel girders. 

Steel angle for garage door sill. 

4. Wood frame 

All framing and boarding material. 

Spikes, nails, bolts, hangers. 
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5. Exterior wood trim and millwork 

General trim. 

Special detailed mouldings, columns, doorways, lattice, etc. 
Wood window frames and sash, blinds and shutters. 

Louvres. 

Steel windows, glass, putty. 

Door frames, garage door frame and doors, track, hardware. 
Nails, putty, white lead for joints. 

6. Exterior wall covering 

Building papers. 

Siding and finish boards. 

7. Insulating materials and nails 

8. Grounds, blocking, furring, nails 

9. Inside finish 

Trim, casings, etc. 

Stair work. 

Mantels. 

Cabinets, case work. 

Paneling. 

Doors, exterior and interior. 

10. Finish floors 

Flooring material. 

Paper between floors. 

11. Underfloor for cork tile and linoleum floors 

Gypsum board. 

12. Miscellaneous 

Sheathing for platform over piazza flat roof. 

Cellar partition sheathing and framing. 

Cellar partition sheathed doors. 

13. Material for dry wells and cesspools 

Concrete blocks, bricks and mortar, manhole cover. 

Drain tile, cement. 

14. Material for septic tanks 

Septic tank (if purchased ready-made). 

If built at site: forms, cement, sand, gravel, reinforcing rods. 
Drain tile connections. 

16. Filling of gravel or cinders 

For porch and piazza floor slabs. 

For garage floor. 

For driveway and walks. 

16. Miscellaneous 

Form oil, form tie wire. 
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White lead for outside j oints of woodwork. 

Elastic cement for gutter j oints and flashing. 

Flashing (window and door head), copper strips bent to shape. 
Sheet lead over column caps on piazza and for joints in wood 
gutters. 

Lead goosenecks for wood gutters. 

Shelf over entrance doorway; copper in roll; copper nails. 
Putty for steel sash glazing. 

Putty for broken glass. 

Whitewash for cellar walls. 

17. All construction hardware 

Bolts for anchoring sills, basement, and garage door frames. 
Plates and anchors for steel girders. 

Joist hangers. 

Spikes, framing nails, board nails, form nails, floor nails, siding 
nails, lath nails, finish nails, 1^-inch, 2-inch, 2^-inch, 
3^-inch brads, tacks, screws. 

18. Miscellaneous hardware not included in finish hardware 

Cellar window butts and fastenings. 

Bulkhead door hinges and bolt. 

Garage door track and hangers. 

Blind and shutter hardware. 

Iron pipe for closet poles. 

19. Underground garbage receiver 

Subcontractors Necessary on a Typical House Construction 


Amount of 

1. Excavating subcontract 

Steam shovel contractor 

Blasting rock... $ 180.00 

2. Hoofing and sheet metal work 

Slate roofs, tar and gravel flat roof decks, copper ’ 

dormer roofs 1,087.00 

Gutters and conductors, flashings j 

3. Metal lath and plaster. 1,092.00 

4. Masonry 

Chimneys ’ 

Incinerator ■ . 380.00 

Firestopping ^ 

Flagstone walks and steps. 200.00 

6. Ceramic tile work. 200.00 

6. Cork tile floors. 75.00 
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7. Linoleum floors. 90.00 

8. Finish wood floors (sometimes done by general con¬ 

tractor) . 200,00 

9. Electric wiring, radio, telephone . 280.00 

10. Electric fixtures . 250,00 

11. Plumbing, heating, oil burner. 3,100.00 

12. Painting. 625,00 

13. Hardware . 200.00 

14-. Shades and screens. 240.00 

15. Wallpapering . 70.00 

16. Weatherstripping . 170.00 

17. Finish grading . 400.00 

18. Landscape (planting of trees and shrubs). 250.00 


Employers’ Organizations 
A, Local Organisations 

Builders* exchanges. These, which are among the earliest associations 
of builders, are concerned with matters of daily routine, prices of 
materials, credits, etc.; also with such matters as building codes, 
mechanic’s lien legislation, and accident prevention. 

Master builders’ associations. These are interested primarily in the 
maintenance of high standards in the industry. They also deal 
with building codes, credits, accident prevention, etc., usually in 
cooperation with a local building congress, if there is one. 

Building-trades employers’ associations. Labor problems are the special 
field of these organizations, particularly the making of agreements 
with trade unions with respect to wages and hours of work. They 
also are actively interested in plans for reducing the frequency of 
strikes and jurisdictional disputes, and in local legislation. 

Building congresses. These are distinguished from the preceding or¬ 
ganizations in that they embrace all interests in the industry, in¬ 
cluding labor. They ordinarily do not deal with such matters as 
wage agreements, but with broader issues, such as apprenticeship 
problems, trade ethics, seasonal employment, accident prevention, 
and other matters of general interest to the industry. A special 
activity of some building congresses has been the promotion of 
craftsmanship by awarding prizes or medals, or honorary mem¬ 
bership in the congress, to workers showing exceptional skill in 
their craft. 

Associations of building-material manufacturers and dealers. These are 
extremely common. They are especially interested in market con¬ 
ditions. Sometimes it has been charged that they have become 
agencies for price maintenance. 
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B, National Organizations in Special Fields 

National associations of employers in specific trades. These organiza¬ 
tions are concerned mainly with trade practices, contract forms, 
and methods of estimating and bidding. An example is the Na¬ 
tional Association of Steam and Hot Water Fitters. 

National associations of huilding-material manufacturers and dealers.^ 
The purposes of these associations have been largely promotional. 
They frequently engage in joint research and in joint publication 
of its results. A local branch, having met a new problem, turns 
over its data to the central group, which allows all others to par¬ 
ticipate in the benefits of the solution. The associations also en¬ 
gage in joint publication of advertising matter promoting the use 
of the material in question, and such publication is of considerable 
value technically as well as serving to interest a wider public in 
a specific commodity. 

National Association of Builders* Exchanges ^Pittsburgh, Pa.'). This 
organization, composed of local, state, and interstate builders’ 
exchanges, is, like them, largely concerned with routine trade 
matters. 

National Association of Building-Trades Employers (^Cleveland, Ohio'). 
This is composed of local associations of the same name, and like 
them is primarily concerned with wage agreements, hours of work, 
and methods for reducing the frequency of strikes and jurisdic¬ 
tional disputes. In a sense it is a counter-organization to the 
Building Trades Department of the American Federation of 
Labor.^ 

National Erectors’ Association {New York, N. F.). This organization 
is concerned almost exclusively with labor problems. In recent 
years it has been the aggressive champion of the open shop, and 
is thus distinctly different from other organizations already de¬ 
scribed which, ostensibly at least, maintain a neutral attitude on 
the question of union recognition. 

Associated General Contractors of America {Washington, D. C.). As 
the name suggests, this is essentially an organization of general 

1 The names and addresses of a few of these organizations follow: 

Associated Metal Lath Manufacturers, Inc. Chicago, lU. 

Association of Plumbing and Heating Contractors Kansas City, Mo. 

Common Brick Manufacturers Association of America Cleveland, Ohio 

National Lumber Manufacturers Association Washington, D. C. 

National Builders’ Supply Association Detroit, Mich. 

Portland Cement Association Chicago, Ill. 

Tile and Mantel Contractors Association of America Rochester, N. Y. 

2 Haber, WiUiam, “ Industrial Relations in the Building Industry ” (Har¬ 
vard University Press, Cambridge, 1930), p. 456. 
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contractors. Its primary object is the promotion of higher stand¬ 
ards in the industry. It devotes much time to trade practices and 
codes of ethics; it is also actively interested in apprenticeship 
problems. It is not especially concerned with wage questions; on 
union matters it is presumably neutral^ although many of its 
members operate on the closed-shop basis. 

National Association of Building Owners and Managers (Chicago, 
III.). This organization occupies a specific and limited field, 
namely the financing, ownership, and operation of large office 

TABLE O 

Pein-cipal Industries of the United States Ranked According to Number 
OF Employees and Value of Products or Service a 

Annual value 


Industry 

Employees 

of products 
or service & 

Value per 
employee o 

Estimated 
investment & 

1. Agriculture ^ ... 

.., 10,241,000 

$16,963,000 

$ 1,656 

$57,000,000 

2. Construction ..,, 

... 3,051,000 

7,000,000 

2,294 

- f 

3. Railroads . 

... 2,184,000 

7,396,000 

3,386 

27,800,000 

4. Textiles . 

... 1,110,000 

5,342,000 

4,812 

4,100,000 

5. Machinery . 

858,000 

5,020,000 

5,851 

/ 

6. Lumber . 

474,000 

2,254,000 

4,755 

8,000,000 

7. Iron and steel ., 

438,000 

3,711,000 

8,473 

5,000,000 

8. Automobiles ... 

430,000 

4,745,000 

11,035 

3,000,000 

9. Oil . 

158,000 

2,377,000 

15,044 

11,000,000 

10. Coal e . 

748,000 

1,727,000 

2,309 

2,500,000 

11. Electricity . 

230,000 

1,783,000 

7,752 

9,500,000 

12. Clothing . 

466,000 

3,239,000 

6,951 

1,000,000 

13. Publishing . 

296,000 

2,482,000 

8,389 

1,200,000 

14. Telephone and 
telegraph . 

381,000 

935,000 

2,454 

2,600,000 

15. Meat . 

120,000 

3,050,000 

25,418 

1,200,000 

16. Rubber . 

141,000 

1,255,000 

8,901 

1,000,000 

17. Shoes . 

207,000 

1,061,000 

5,126 

700,000 

18. Baking . 

160,000 

1,268,000 

7,925 

600,000 

10. Paper . 

124,000 

972,000 

7,839 

1,200,000 

20. Tobacco . 

132,000 

1,091,000 

8,265 

/ 


(а) Compilation by Evans Clark in New York Times, March 25, 1928. 

(б) In thousands of dollars. 

(c) Computed from Mr. Clark’s data. 

(d) Although agriculture is broadly speaking an “industry,” in recent 
statistical literature the term industry frequently is given a somewhat nar¬ 
rower definition. 

(e) A better comparison would be with figures including all kinds of 
mining. 

(/) No data. 
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buildings and large apartment buildings. It is not actively con¬ 
cerned with labor problems. 

National Association of Real Estate Boards (^Chicago, III.'). This or¬ 
ganization also operates in a special field, that of the realtor, 
buying, selling, and renting real estate. It is largely concerned 
with financial and legal problems. It maintains an extensive sta- 

TABLE P 

EsTIMATEB PeE-CaPITA ExPEITDITtrBE FOE BUTLDIKG HT THE UNITED STATES, 

Yeablt, 1902-29 


(In 1913 dollars) 


Year 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Year 

Estimate A 

Estimate 

1902 

$26.5 


1916 

$28.0 

$29.52 

1903 

25.2 


1917 

16.6 

20.18 

1904 

29.4 


1918 

14.1 

17.20 

1905 

37.7 


1919 

19.5 

21.02 

190(5 

35.6 


1920 

14.7 

15.93 

1907 

30.5 


1921 

16.4 

20.45 

1908 

27.4 


1922 

25.6 

26.62 

1909 

35.8 

$37.88 

1923 

26.2 

25.28 

1910 

32.6 

34.74 

1924 

27.8 

27.84 

1911 

31.1 

33.23 

1925 

29.4 

32.54 

1912 

32.2 

34.37 

1926 

30.3 

32.22 c 

1913 

28.9 

31.05 

1927 

30.5 

33.30 c 

1914 

26.3 

29.42 

1928 

31.4 

34.88 c 

1915 

26.8 

29.08 

1929 

26,2 



(а) Furnished by the Lehman Corporation, New York City. 

(б) King, W. I., “The National Income and Its Purchasing Power” (Na¬ 
tional Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., New York, 1930), p. 336. 

(c) Preliminary estimate. 

tistical department and publishes the National Real Estate Jour¬ 
nal, as well as various pamphlets and books on real estate matters. 

C. National Organizations Representing the Industry as a Whole 
National Congress of the Building and Construction Industry. Appar¬ 
ently the chief activity of this organization, formed in 1920, is to 
foster the formation of local building congresses. It is an inclusive 
organization, embracing labor, banking, and insurance interests, 
and public oflScials, as well as contractors, manufacturers of build¬ 
ing materials, and dealers. The general scope of its activities has 
already been indicated under Building congresses. 

American Construction Council {New York, N. Y.). Organized in 
1922, this is an association of associations, and as such is intended 
to embrace every interest in the building industry — architects. 



TABLE Q 

Percentage Distribution op Estimated Annual Cost of New Building Construction for Cities 
Covered by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, by Types op Dwellings, 192^-1932 
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contractorSj building-material manufacturers and dealers, bank- 
ing, insurance and real estate interests, public officials, labor, and 
numerous others. 

Its membership, and likewise its field, are closely similar to those 
of the building congress, but whereas the building congress move¬ 
ment functions mainly through local organizations, the American 
Construction Council aims to deal only with problems of national 
scope. A question concerning only a locality or a specific trade 
would be left to some other organization. The council aims to co¬ 
ordinate the activities of its member organizations rather than to 
attempt direct administration. Its work is largely educational. 

It leaves such matters as wage agreements to other organizations 
and concentrates its effort on such issues as the elimination of 
unsound and unethical practices, and major sources of waste. It 
has accordingly devoted much attention to the promotion of sound 
and honest construction, and to the reduction of seasonal fluctua¬ 
tions in building activity. It has also been actively interested in 
problems arising out of apprenticeship. 


TABLE R 

Disteibutiok of the Number of Reports Received from All Classes of Con¬ 
tractors IN Connection with the Census of Construction, 1929 a 

Number Reforting Number Reporting per 

Business Amounting to 100,000 Population 


State 

Total 

number 

of 

reports 

received 

^25fl00 and Over 
Per 
cent 

of 

Number total 

Under 

{Number) 

All con¬ 
tractors 

Contractors 
doing 
business 
of $25,000 
and over 

United States 

149,798 

34,794 

23.2 

115,004 

122.0 

28.S 

Alabama . 

628 

192 

30.6 

436 

23.7 

7.3 

Arizona . 

358 

105 

29.4 

253 

82.3 

24.1 

Arkansas . 

648 

125 

19.3 

523 

34.9 

6.7 

California . 

14,811 

2,763 

18.7 

12,048 

261.0 

48.6 

Colorado . 

1,490 

197 

13.2 

1,293 

144.0 

19.0 

Connecticut .. • 

4,862 

860 

17.7 

4,002 

302.7 

53.4 

Delaware . 

275 

88 

32.0 

187 

115.4 

37.0 

District of 
Columbia •.. 

836 

310 

37.1 

526 

171.7 

63.7 

Florida -... 

1,473 

253 

17.2 

1,220 

100.5 

17.2 

Georgia . 

683 

206 

30.2 

477 

23.5 

7.1 

Idaho . 

325 

36 

11.1 

289 

73.1 

8.1 

Illinois . 

9,672 

2,904 

30.0 

6,768 

127.0 

38.0 

Indiana . 

3,757 

776 

20.6 

2,981 

116.0 

24.0 


(a) This includes all replies received up to and including January 16, 1931. 
Construction Section of Distribution Division, USBC. 
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TABLE R {continued) 

Number Reporting Number Reporting per 

Business Amounting to 100,000 Population 

Total 825,000 and Over Contractors 


number 


of 

reports 


State 

received 

Number 

Iowa . 

3,198 

486 

Kansas . 

1,616 

325 

Kentucky . 

1,659 

356 

Louisiana . 

830 

218 

Maine . 

893 

147 

Maryland . 

2,279 

441 

Massachusetts . 

7,129 

1,654 

Michigan . 

7,274 

1,599 

Minnesota . 

2,922 

686 

Mississippi .... 

461 

104 

Missouri . 

3,076 

854 

Montana . 

623 

140 

Nebraska . 

1,367 

267 

Nevada . 

156 

23 

New Hampshire 

758 

128 

New Jersey ... 

8,697 

1,718 

New Mexico ... 

230 

46 

New York. 

21,277 

6,160 

North Carolina. 

670 

300 

North Dakota . 

537 

111 

Ohio . 

9,304 

2,331 

Oklahoma . 

1,189 

324 

Oregon. 

1,330 

273 

Pennsylvania .. 

14,292 

2,986 

Rhode Island .. 

1,226 

239 

South Carolina . 

413 

123 

South Dakota .. 

449 

82 

Tennessee . 

1,363 

404 

Texas . 

3,984 

1,098 

Utah . 

867 

146 

Vermont . 

340 

64 

Virginia . 

1,204 

329 

Washington ... 

1,916 

426 

West Virginia . 

982 

198 

Wisconsin . 

5,413 

1,155 

Wyoming . 

217 

40 


Per 



doing 

cent 

Under 


business 

of 

^25,000 

All con¬ 

of $25,000 

total 

{Number) 

tractors 

and over 

15.2 

2,713 

129.6 

19.7 

20.1 

1,291 

86.0 

17.3 

21.4 

1,303 

63.6 

13.6 

26,3 

612 

39.6 

10.4 

16.5 

746 

112.0 

18.4 

19.4 

1,838 

139.9 

27.1 

23.2 

5,475 

168.0 

39.0 

22.0 

6,675 

150.0 

33.0 

23.4 

2,237 

114.0 

26.8 

22.6 

357 

22.9 

5.2 

27.8 

2,222 

84.8 

23.6 

26.8 

383 

97.4 

26.1 

19.6 

1,100 

99.4 

19.4 

14.9 

132 

170.3 

26.3 

16.9 

630 

163.0 

27.5 

19.8 

6,979 

215.0 

42.4 

20.0 

184 

54.3 

10.9 

29.0 

15,067 

169.0 

48.9 

44.8 

370 

21.1 

9.5 

20.7 

426 

79.0 

16.3 

26.0 

6,973 

140.0 

36.1 

27.2 

865 

49.6 

13.6 

20.5 

1,057 

140.0 

28.6 

20.9 

11,306 

148.4 

31.0 

19.4 

987 

178.6 

34.7 

29.8 

290 

23.8 

7.1 

18.3 

367 

64.8 

11.8 

30.0 

949 

61.7 

15.5 

27.8 

2,886 

68.4 

18.8 

16.8 

721 

170.6 

28,7 

18.8 

276 

94.8 

17.8 

27.4 

876 

49.8 

13.6 

22.2 

1,490 

122.8 

27.2 

20.2 

784 

66.9 

11.6 

21.4 

4,268 

184.2 

39.3 

18.4 

177 

96.4 

17.7 


























CHAPTER VII 


TABLE S 

PerceKTAGE Distribution of Cost of a Six-Room (and Bath) Brick House 
IN Philadelphia, 1914, 1920, and 1921 


Structure 

1914 

19m 

mi 

Average 

Excavation. 

... 2.0 

1.6 

1.9 

1.8 

Stone masonry . 

... 7.3 

6.7 

7.3 

7.0 

Brick masonry . 

... 11.3 

11.5 

13.6 

12.3 

Rough carpentry ... 

... 12.8 

15.7 

11.6 

13.6 

Cement work . 

... 4.1 

4.2 

4.1 

4.2 

Cut stone . 

... 0.4 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

Structural steel . 

... 0.6 

0.8 

0.7 

0.7 

Roofing and spouting . 

... 2.5 

2.0 

2.3 

2.2 

Labor — general . 

... 1.2 

0.8 

1.0 

1.0 

Sheet metal work . 

... 1.7 

1.7 

1.8 

1.7 

Hardware — rough . 

... 0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

Flue lining and crocks . 

... 0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

Finish 

Finish carpentry . 

.... 13.3 

13.9 

12.6 

13.3 

Plastering . 

... 5.3 

6.3 

5.6 

5.9 

Painting and glazing. 

... 5.0 

3.7 

4.5 

4.2 

Stairwork .. 

... 1.9 

2.7 

2.6 

2.6 

Tile work . 

... 0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Cabinet work . 

... 1.1 

0.9 

0.8 

0.9 

Hardware — fibnish . 

... 0.6 

0.6 

0.7 

0.6 

Paperhanging and decorating. 

.... 2.1 

1.8 

2.2 

2.0 

Art glass . 

,... 0.4 

0,2 

0.3 

0.3 

Parquetry floor ... 

... 2.4 

2.4 

2.7 

2,5 

Accessories 

Plumbing and gas fitting ....;. 

... 8.4 

9.0 

9.2 

8.9 

Heating . 

... 8.3 

7.2 

7.6 

7.5 

Electric wiring . 

... 1.5 

1.3 

1.4 

1.4 

Lighting fixtures . 

... 2.2 

1.5 

1.8 

1.7 

Range and connection. 

... 1.1 

1.1 

1.4 

1.2 

Gas water heater and connection. 

... 0.6 

0.6 

0.5 

0.6 

Miscellaneous c 

Iron fence 'and clothes poles. 

... 0.8 

0.5 

0.5 

0.6 

Grading — general . 

... 0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

Sodding and seeding ... 

... 0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

Numbering houses .. 


d 

d 

d 


100 

100 

100 

100 


(а) ^‘Proceedings of the Philadelphia and National Conferences on the 
Construction Industries” (issued in Philadelphia, April 15, 1921), p. 4T, The 
allocation to structure, finish, accessories and miscellaneous was made by the 
authors. 

(б) True average, based on actual amounts, 

(c) Strictly speaking, part of cost of “ home ” rather than “ house.” 

(d) —less than of 1%. 
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TABLE T 

DlSTEIBTJTIOir OF CoFTSTEUCTlOIT COSTS OF ReSIDEKTIAL BuiEDIlfG, BETWEEK Ma- 
TEEIALS AND LaBOE, IN IS CiTIES OP THE UNITED STATES IN 1931-1932, 

BY Peincipae Opeeations “ 



Per 

Percentag 

e Pitdsionj 

by 


cent of 

Principal Operations 


total 





cost 

Material 

Labor 

Total 

Excavating and grading *.... 

1.3 

1.5 

98.5 

100 

Brickwork . 

.. 14.8 

58.4 

41.6 

100 

Carpenter work . 

.. 27.3 

67.1 

32.9 

100 

Tile work . 

.. 3.5 

56.0 

44.0 

100 

Concrete work . 

.. 11.7 

63.5 

36.5 

100 

Plastering and lathing . 

.. 8.2 

33.4 

66.6 

100 

Painting . 

.. 42 

38.5 

61.5 

100 

Papering . 

.. 0.5 

44.6 

55A 

100 

Roofing . 

1.8 

67.7 

32.3 

100 

Electric wiring and fixtures. 

.. 45 

64.0 

36.0 

100 

Heating and ventilating. 

6,6 

75.3 

24.7 

100 

Plumbing . 

.. 10.1 

79.7 

20.3 

100 

Miscellaneous . 

5.5 

75.2 

24.8 

100 


100 

62.7 c 

37.3 c 


Similar Distributioit 

FOR A British Cottage, 1923 ^ 


Bricklaying ... 

.. 44.3 

66 

34 

100 

Masonry . 

L8 

37 

63 

100 

Carpentry . 

., 11.0 

71 

29 

100 

Joinery . 

.. 18.1 

37 

63 

100 

Slating . 

.. 41 

78 

22 

100 

Plumbing . 

.. 3.5 

72 

28 

100 

Tinsmithing . 

.. 2.7 

75 

25 

100 

Painting . 

.. 45 

36 

64 

100 

Glazing . 

0.7 

85 

15 

100 

Plastering .... 

.. 8.2 

51 

49 

100 

Miscellaneous . 

1.1 

50 

50 

100 


100 

59 

41 

1^ 


(a) USBLS, Monthly Labor Review, October, 1932, pp. 764, 766, and 769. 

(b) Barnes, Harry, “Housing” (Ernest Benn, Ltd., London, 1923), p. 398. 

(c) Weighted average. 


Changes in Prices oe Specific Buieding Materials 
In the case of lumber, there has been a more or less constant 
upward trend, due to the drain on the forests at a rate in excess 
of growth, and also to the accompanying increase in transporta¬ 
tion costs due in part to the longer hauls to most markets. 
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Thus the Aldrich report on wholesale prices shows that between 
1856 and 1891 the index number for plain white oak boards, first 

TABLE U 

Percentage Distribution of the Cost of Materials and of Labor 
IN Dwelling-House Construction 

A. United States 

Per Cent of Total Cost of Materials 


MaterialFramehouse Prick house 

Lumber . 45.0 25.9 

Brick . 4.2 23.9 

Cement. 3.5 3.5 

Sand. 2.4 2.8 

Lime. 2.2 2.9 

Glass . 2.3 2.4 

Lath . 2.6 1.4 

Plumbing . 10.3 11.4 

Heating . 8.4 8.1 

Electric . 3.6 3.7 

Roofing. 5.6 7.0 

Finish hardware . 2.5 2.5 

Paint and varnish. 4.0 2.9 

Miscellaneous . 3.4 1.6 

Total . 100.0 100.0 

Per Cent of Total Cost of Labor 

Labor ® Frame house Brick house 

Carpenters . 49.6 32.2 

Bricklayers . 6.2 21.5 

Hod carriers . 2.2 6.7 

Plasterers . 7.9 8.8 

Plumbers . 8.7 7.6 

Electricians . 2.6 2.5 

Painters . 10.0 6.3 

Common labor. 6.3 9.9 

AU others. 6.5 4.5 

Total . 100.0 100.0 


(а) Lincoln, A. B., and Gayne, T. K., “ Small House Construction Costs ” 
(Home Owners’ Institute, Inc., New York), p. 4. 

(б) USDC, Division of Building and Housing (quoted in Housing Bet- 
terment, April, 1922, p. 236). 
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TABLE U (^continued') 

B. England — Cottage Type ® 

Materials Cost, Labor Cost, 

Per Cent Per Cent 

Operation 1901 1923 1901 1923 

Bricklaying. 60.3 49.4 37.2 37.0 

Masonry . 1.2 1.1 2.8 2.7 

Carpentry . 12.5 13.2 7.9 7.9 

Joinery . 11.0 11.5 28.1 27.8 

Slating . 5.3 6.5 2.0 2.1 

Plumbing . 5.0 4.1 2.4 2.4 

Tinsmithing . 4.4 3.4 1.6 1.6 

Painting . 2.9 2.7 6.4 7.0 

Glazing. 1.0 1.1 0.3 0.3 

Plastering. 5.5 7.1 9.9 9.9 

Miscellaneous . 0.9 0.9 1.4 1.4 

Total. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


(c) Barnes, Harry, “Housing” (Ernest Benn, Ltd., London, 1923), 
pp. 397-398. 

quality, 1 inch thick, rose from 100 to 318, and that for white pine 
boards, clear, extra, unplaned, from 100 to 183. In the same period 
the index for common building brick rose only from 91.4 (it was 
103 in 1855) to 117. The index for lime during this period rose 
from 142 to 150. On the other hand, the index number for pine 
doors fell from 109 to 78, presumably reflecting the development 
of factory methods of production. The index for window glass, size 
10 by 14, was somewhat lower in 1891 than it was in 1856, and the 
indices for several items such as carbonate of lead and putty were 
decidedly lower.^ 

From 1890 to the beginning of the World War, prices of nearly 
all items of lumber continued to rise. Prices of brick moved very 
irregularly but on the whole showed no advance for the period. 
Portland cement prices declined, the index dropping from 125 in 
1895 to 100 in 1913. Plate glass showed a much sharper drop. 
The index for window glass rose from 82 in 1890 to 152 in 1901, 
declining to 100 in 1913. 

1 United States Senate Committee on Finance, “ Wholesale Prices, Wages 
and Transportation 1893” (GPO, Washington, 1893), Part I, pp. 6-48. 















Average Cost op New Houses Erected in the United States in or about 1840, by States ® 

Number of Houses Built Value of Const 

Number of 






eorgia . 38 2,591 2,629 2,274 693,116 263 

labama. 67 472 639 882 739,871 1,373 

[ississippi . 144 2,247 2,391 2,487 1,176,613 492 

ouisiana . 248 619 867 1,484 2,736,944 3,167 

ennessee. 193 1,098 1,291 1,467 427,402 332 






















TABLE V (continued) 

Number of Houses Built Value of Construction 

Number of 
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(a) USDS, “Compendium of the Enumeration of the Inhabitants and Statistics of the United States as obtained at 
the Department of State, from the Returns of the Sixth Census (1840) ” (Thomas Allen, Washington, 1841), p. 864. 

(b) Presumably the cost. 

(c) Computed by the authors. 
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APPENDIX 
TABLE W 

Ikdex Numbers of Geeteral Whouesaub Prices, Building-Material Prices, 
AND Wage Rates in the Building Trades, United States, 1840-1932 


(1913 = 100) 

(For description of index numbers see note at end of table.) 



General 

Building- 

Building- 

Building costs, 
industrial 


wholesale 

material 

trade 

frame type 

Year 

f rices 

prices 

wages 

{eastern cities) 

1840 

103 

73 

29 


1841 

102 

74 

29 


1842 

95 

72 

29 


1843 

89 

70 

29 


1844 

89 

69 

29 


1845 

90 

71 

29 


1846 

93 

71 

30 


1847 

93 

72 

31 


1848 

89 

70 

31 


1849 

87 

65 

30 


1850 

90 

68 

29 


1851 

93 

65 

30 


1852 

90 

67 

30 

58 

1853 

96 

69 

30 

59 

1854 

99 

76 

31 

62 

1855 

99 

69 

32 

53 

1856 

99 

69 

32 

54 

1857 

99 

70 

33 

58 

1858 

89 

69 

32 

53 

1859 

88 

66 

34 

54 

1860 

88 

67 

34 

57 

1861 

88 

73 

34 

58 

1862 

103 

100 

36 

61 

1863 

130 

118 

40 

75 

1864 

167 

148 

50 

86 

1865 

190 

121 

56 

92 

1866 

168 

125 

57 

95 

1867 

151 

119 

63 

96 

1868 

142 

116 

63 

96 

1869 

135 

111 

64 

96 

1870 

125 

109 

63 

89 

1871 

119 

101 

62 

93 

1872 

122 

111 

62 

92 

1873 

121 

115 

60 

92 

1874 

117 

103 

60 

87 

1875 

112 

96 

57 

77 

1876 

104 

92 

53 

76 

1877 

97 

84 

50 

70 

1878 

89 

78 

48 

67 

1879 

85 

77 

46 

64 
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TABLE W {continued) 

IiniEx Numbers of Geiteral Whomsaue Prices, Building-Material Prices, 
AND Wage Rates in the Building Trades, United States, 1840-1932 




(1913 = 100) 


Building costs. 


General 

Building- 

Building-* 

industrial 


wholesale 

material 

trade 

frame type 

Year 

prices 

'prices 

wages 

{eastern cities) 

1880 

94 

87 

48 

68 

1881 

93 

88 

54 

71 

1882 

95 

92 

56 

77 

1883 

93 

90 

56 

76 

1884 

87 

86 

57 

68 

1885 

82 

84 

57 

68 

1886 

81 

86 

57 

71 

1887 

81 

84 

57 

71 

1888 

83 

83 

60 

70 

1889 

83 

83 

57 

69 

1890 

81 

82i a 

58 

68 

1891 

80 

78 

59 

66 

1892 

75 

74 

60 

66 

1893 

77 

73 

60 

65 

1894 

69 

70 

59 

66 

1896 

70 

68 

60 

64 

1896 

67 

69 

60 

63 

1897 

67 

66 

61 

61 

1898 

70 

70 

62 

62 

1899 

75 

77 

63 

68 

1900 

81 

81 

66 

74 

1901 

79 

78 

69 

77 

1902 

84 

80 

73 

80 

1903 

86 

82 

77 

82 

1904 

86 

79 

79 

84 

1905 

86 

85 

82 

87 

1906 

89 

96 

86 

96 

1907 

94 

100 

90 

96 

1908 

90 

92 

91 

91 

1909 

97 

96 

92 

94 

1910 

101 

98 

94 

96 

1911 

93 

98 

96 

97 

1912 

99 

99 

98 

99 

1913 

100 

100 

100 

100 

1914 

98 

93 

102 

97 

1916 

100 

94 

103 

98 

1916 

122 

119 

106 

107 

1917 

168 

156 

113 

132 

1918 

188 

174 

125 

163 

1919 

199 

204 

145 

210 
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TABLE W {contimied), 

IsTDEx Numbers op Gei^erau Wholesale Prices, Buueing-Mateelax Prices, 
AKD Wage Rates i:n' the Buiuding Trades, Ukited States, 1840-1932 



General 

(1913==: 100) 


Building costs^ 


Building- 

Building- 

industrial 

Year 

wholesale 

material 

trade 

frame type 

prices 

prices 

wages 

{eastern cities) 

1920 

221 

265 

197 

268 

1921 

140 

172 

200 

198 

1922 

139 

172 

188 

189 

1923 

144 

192 

207 

210 

1924 

141 

180 

224 

208 

1925 

149 

179 

233 

208 

1926 

143 

176 

248 

212 

192T 

137 

165 

257 

212 

1928 

140 

165 

258 

212 

1929 

138 

171 

262 

213 

1930 

124 

159 

273 

208 

1931 

102 

137 

276 

177 & 

1932 

93 

126 

235 

157 


(а) This figure is given with fraction, as it was used in splicing the USBLS 
index from 1890 to the index taken from the Aldrich reports. See Table Y. 

(б) Approximate. 

Explanatory Memorandum: 

General wholesale price index from I 84 O to 1918. This is the index of the 
USBLS on a 1913 base. Beginning with 1913 it is the USBLS index trans¬ 
ferred from a 1926 base to a 1913 base. In adopting its new base year, the 
USBLS also greatly enlarged its list of commodities. 

Building-material price index. This is an approximate index constructed by 
splicing the index numbers as found in the Aldrich (Senate Finance Com¬ 
mittee) report with those of the USBLS from 1890 on, putting them all 
on a 1913 base. Such splicing of index numbers is not altogether satisfac¬ 
tory, but it is believed that the index thus constructed is reasonably accu¬ 
rate, perhaps as accurate as the original data. 

Building-trades wage index. The actual rates of wages with an explanation of 
the way they were obtained can be found in Table Y. 

Building cost index. This is the index of the American Appraisal Company for 
eastern cities. An index for the entire country could have been employed, 
but in view of the fact that the western sections of the country had not 
been developed during the early years covered by this table, an index for 
eastern cities seemed somewhat better. For the years 1931 and 1932 a 
figure for eastern cities was not available, but was approximated from 
data for eastern states. 

During and after the War, prices of nearly all building mate¬ 
rials rose violently, reaching a peak in most cases in 1920 or 1921. 
The index for white pine boards (No. 2 barn) rose from 100 in 
1913 to 277% in 1920, that for common brick from 100 to 333, 
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and that for Portland cement from 100 to 178. Similar advances 
in numerous other products could be cited,^ 

The decline in building-material prices in the past few years has 
been fairly general. 

TABLE X 

Estimated Average Hourly Earnings in Various Industries in the United 

States, 1890-1926 o 

Un- 

shilled 



Build- 


Goal 

Boots 



labor 

All 


ing 

Metal 

mining 

and 

Cotton 

All 

(Prob~> 

in¬ 

Year 

trades 

trades 

(Bitum,) 

shoes 

goods 

mfg. 

able) 

dustries 

1890 

.341 

.319 

.180 

.169 

.097 

,199 

.148 

.211 

1891 

.341 

.313 

.169 

.167 

.095 

.202 

.150 

.213 

1892 

.348 

.323 

.179 

.171 

.095 

.203 

.149 

.215 

1893 

.347 

.322 

.188 

.173 

.101 

.205 

.149 

.216 

1894 

.339 

.312 

.171 

.171 

.095 

.200 

.147 

.211 

1895 

.341 

.313 

.158 

.173 

.094 

.200 

.146 

.210 

1896 

.343 

.317 

.147 

.172 

.099 

.205 

.147 

.213 

1897 

.346 

.317 

.138 

.173 

.096 

.203 

.148 

.212 

1898 

.348 

.316 

.170 

,173 

.093 

.204 

.149 

.215 

1899 

.361 

.322 

.185 

.176 

.092 

.209 

.149 

.220 

1900 

.374 

.332 

.204 

.178 

.103 

.216 

.151 

.228 

1901 

.391 

,340 

.231 

.178 

.104 

.219 

.157 

.235 

1902 

.413 

.352 

.244 

.186 

.107 

.227 

.161 

.244 

1903 

.436 

.363 

.267 

.195 

.111 

.236 

.165 

.255 

1904 

.443 

.364 

.271 

.200 

.109 

.236 

.167 

.257 

1905 

.454 

.366 

.276 

.204 

.111 

.239 

.169 

.261 

1906 

.481 

.378 

.293 

.207 

.120 

.248 

.175 

.272 

1907 

.498 

.389 

.288 

.216 

.135 

.267 

,182 

,281 

1908 

.505 

.367 

.293 

.212 

.134 

.250 

.181 

.279 

1909 

.510 

.369 

.292 

.220 

,130 

.262 

.187 

.282 

1910 

.520 

,386 

.299 

.219 

.133 

.260 

.188 

.288 

1911 

.531 

.396 

.305 

.222 

.135 

.263 

.191 

,293 

1912 

.544 

.399 

.320 

,223 

.148 

.274 

.195 

,302 

1913 

.657 

.406 

.316 

.241 

.149 

.286 

.204 

.313 

1914 

.567 

.413 

.323 

.243 

.153 

.287 

.207 

.316 

1915 

.669 

.413 

.337 

.237 

.158 

.287 

.214 

.319 

1916 

.587 

.455 

.379 

.269 

.179 

.320 

.237 

.348 

1917 

.624 

,504 

.484 

.287 

.213 

.364 

.286 

.394 

1918 

.684 

.663 

.599 

.336 

.267 

.448 

.395 

,482 

1919 

.780 

.747 

.699 

.449 

,338 

.629 

.440 

.558 

1920 

1.052 

.875 

.784 

.559 

.480 

,663 

,475 

,688 

1921 

1.076 

.855 

.846 

.529 

.350 

.607 

.370 

.640 

1922 

1.006 

.797 

.834 

.601 

.330 

.674 

.360 

.608 

1923 

1.107 

.840 

.864 

.623 

.371 

.620 

,407 

.662 

1924 

1.188 

.887 

.811 

.616 

.372 

.636 

.413 

.683 

1925 

1.229 

.921 

.724 

.513 

.350 

.645 

.427 

.696 

1926 

1.313 

.961 

.719 

.628 

.328 

.647 

.433 

.712 

(a) Douglas, 

Paul 

H., “Real Wages 

in the 

United 

States, 1890-1926” 


(The Poliak Foundation, Newton, Massachusetts, 1930), pp. 96, 101, 108, 135, 
162, 182, 205. In this connection, see Chart 64. 

2 USBLS, “Wholesale Prices 1890-1926” (GPO, Washington, 1927), pp. 
168-170. 
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APPENDIX 
TABLE Y 

Estimated Approximate Hourly Wage Rates of Buildii^g-Trades Workers 
m THE U3S-ITED States, 1840-1932 

Ccmtion* These figures are intended to indicate the trend of wage rates over 
considerable periods^ and may be inaccurate for any given year. For 
sources, see footnote. 


1840-1889 



Hourly Rate 


Hourly Rate 

Year 

A 

B 

Year 

A 

B 

1840 

$ .148 

$ .137 

1865 

$ .290 

$ .262 

1841 

.148 

.144 

1866 

.295 

.314 

1842 

.150 

.147 

1867 

.322 

.366 

1843 

.147 

.165 

1868 

.322 

.348 

1844 

.148 

.160 

1869 

.329 

.389 

1846 

.150 

.169 




1846 

.154 

.147 

1870 

.322 

.319 

1847 

.161 

.149 

1871 

.317 

.317 

1848 

.160 

.149 

1872 

.318 

.313 

1849 

.156 

.161 

1873 

.311 

.316 




1874 

.309 

.294 

1860 

.148 

.162 

1875 

.294 

.286 

1861 

.153 

.160 

1876 

.276 

.266 

1852 

.154 

.160 

1877 

.254 

.235 

1863 

.157 

.169 

1878 

.246 

.244 

1854 

.162 

.170 

1879 

.238 

.264 

1855 

.166 

.171 




1856 

.168 

.168 

1880 

.247 

.261 

1857 

.169 

.171 

1881 

.278 

.276 

1858 

.166 

.168 

1882- 

.287 

.296 

1859 

.175 

.163 

1883 

.288 

.302 




1884 

.292 

.326 

1860 

.174 

.178 

1885 

.295 

.307 

1861 

.174 

.177 

1886 

.296 

.332 

1862 

.185 

.184 

1887 

.295 

.316 

1863 

.208 

.201 

1888 

.311 

.298 

1864 

.250 

.254 

1889 

.295 

.365 


A — From 1840 to 1889 the figures were obtained by translating the index 
numbers given in the Aldrich (Senate Finance Committee) Report into actual 
rates. This method is admittedly somewhat unsatisfactory but should indicate 
the general trend (‘‘Wholesale Prices, Wages and Transportation,” GPO, 
Washington, 1898, Part I, p. 173). 

B—These are simple averages for five trades — bricklayers, carpenters 
and joiners, painters, and plasterers (from 1850 on), and laborers — as com¬ 
puted by us from daily rates quoted in the report of the USBLS, “ History of 
Wages in the United States from Colonial Times ” for the State of New York. 
Figures which cover only five occupations in a single state are not altogether 
satisfactory; the basic data themselves are more or less uncertain. The two 
sets of figures together, however, give an approximation of the trend. 
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TABLE Y {continued) 

Estimated Attroximate Hourly Wage Rates of Buildiitg-Trades Workers 
IK the Ukited States, 1840-1932 

1890-1932 



Q 

D 


C 

D 


Authors^ 

Douglas^ 


Authors^ 

Douglas^ 

Year 

computation 

computation 

Year 

computation 

computation 

1890 

$ .300 

$ .341 

1912 

$ .502® 

$ .544 

1891 

.303 

.341 

1913 

,515® 

.557 

1892 

.309 

.348 

1914 

.530 

.567 

1893 

.309 

.347 

1915 

.530 

.569 

1894 

.303 

.339 

1916 

.550 

.587 

1895 

.306 

.341 

1917 

.580 

.624 

1896 

.310 

.343 

1918 

.650 

.684 

1897 

.314 

.346 

1919 

.750 

.780 

1898 

.319 

.348 




1899 

.327 

.361 

1920 

1.02 

1.052 




1921 

1.03 

1.076 

1900 

.341 

.374 

1922 

.96 

1.006 

1901 

.355 

.391 

1923 

1.07 

1.107 

1902 

.375 

.413 

1924 

1.15 

1.188 

1903 

.394 

.436 

1925 

1.20 

1.229 

1904 

.405® 

.443 

1926 

1.28 

1.313 

1905 

.422® 

.454 

1927 

1.32 

1.352 

1906 

.440 ® 

.481 

1928 

1.33 

1.359 

1907 

.461® 

.498 

1929 

1.35 


1908 

.468 ® 

.505 




1909 

.473® 

.510 

1930 

1.41 





1931 

1.43 


1910 

.486 ® 

.520 

1932 

1.22 


1911 

.494® 

.531 





{a) Interpolated. 

From 1890 to 1903 the rates in column C are taken from USBL reports; 
from 1904 to 1912 they have been approximated by using the USBLS index for 
union rates in general as a basis; from 1913 to 1927, they are taken from the 
NBER report on ‘^Recent Economic Changes,’’ Vol. I, p* 435; since 1927 from 
the Monthly Labor Review. 

Rates in column D are from Paul H. Douglas’ book “ Real Wages in the 
United States, 1890-1926 ” published by the Poliak Foundation, Newton, 
Massachusetts, p. 135, down to 1926; from 1926 to 1928, from Paul H. Douglas, 
Movement of Money and Real Earnings in the U. S., 1926-1928 ” (University 
of Chicago Studies in Business Administration, 1930, p. 32). 
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TABLE Z 

Average Hourly Rates oe Wages in the Building Trades of the 
United States and Great Britain, 1914-1932 



United States “ 

Great Britain ® 

1914 

$0.53 

{pence) 

8.7 

$0.17 

1915 

.53 

9.0 

.18 

1916 

.55 

9.7 

.19 

1917 

.58 

11.7 

.23 

1918 

.65 

15.9 

.32 

1919 

.75 

20.1 

.40 

1920 

1.02 

26.4 

.53 

1921 

1.03 

22.6 

.45 

1922 

.96 

18.2 

.36 

1923 

1.07 

17.3 

.35 

1924 

1.15 

18.4 

.37 

1925 

1.20 

18.4 

.37 

1926 

1.28 

18.5 

.37 

1927 

1.32 

18.5 

.37 

1928 

1.33 

18.1 

.36 

1929 

1.35 

18.0 

.36 

1930 

1.41 

17.6 

.35 

1931 

1.43 

17.2 

.34 

1932 

1.22 

16.7 

.33 


(а) For the sources of these figures, see footnote to Table Y, p. 574. 

(б) 1914 through 1927, Ministry of Labour, “ Nineteenth Abstract of 
Labour Statistics of the United Kingdom” (His Majesty’s Stationery OflBice, 
London, 1928), pp. 100-101. 

1928 through 1930, Ministry of Labour, “Twentieth Abstract of Labour 
Statistics of the United Kingdom” (His Majesty’s Stationery OflSce, London, 
1931), p. 97. 

1931, Board of Trade, “Statistical Abstract of the United Kingdom” (His 
Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 1933), p. 117. 

1932, Ministry of Labour, “ Ministry of Labour Gazette,” February, 1933, 
p. 42. 

Rates converted from pence into cents on basis of Id. = 2 cents. In com¬ 
puting the British averages, the average hourly rate for six skilled occupations 
(bricklayers, masons, carpenters and joiners, plasterers, plumbers, and paint¬ 
ers) was given a weight of 70 per cent and that for laborers a weight of 
30 per cent. British rates are those prevailing on December 31 in each year. 
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TABLE AA 

Course of Actual Hourly Wage Rates in the Building Trades, 

Great Britain, 1914—1932 “ 


(In pence) 

Per cent 
increase. 

Trade August December SI, December SI, IQIJ/.— 

19H 1920 1982 19S2 

Bricklayers . 9.9 27.5 18.1 83 

Masons . 9.8 27.5 18.1 85 

Carpenters and 

joiners . 9.8 27.4 18.1 85 

Plumbers . 9.6 27.8 18.1 89 

Plasterers . 9.7 27.5 18.3 89 

Painters . 8.8 27.1 18.0 105 

Laborers . 6.6 23.8 13.5 105 


Note, In the early part of 1933, hourly rates in thirty-six of the thirty-nine 
towns included in the above averages were reduced by about id. per hour for 
skilled workers and Jd. for laborers. 

(a) “The Ministry of Labour Gazette” (Great Britain), February, 1921, 
p, 62, and February, 1933, p. 42. 










CffAPiTjER IX 


A list of the states having statutory requirements for the regis¬ 
tration of architects, with their administering boards, is here 


presented; “ 

State 

Date of 
act 

Administering board 

Alabama 

1931 

State Board of Registration of Archi¬ 

Arizona 

1921 

tects 

State Board of Registration for Archi¬ 

California 

1901 

tects, Engineers, Land Surveyors and 
Assayers 

State Board of Architectural Examiners 

Colorado 

District of Columbia 

1924 

State Board of Examiners of Architects 
Board of Examiners and Registrars of 

Florida 

1915 

Architects 

State Board of Architecture 

Georgia 

1919 

State Board for the Examination and 

Idaho 

1929 

Registration of Architects 
Department of Law Enforcement 

Illinois 

1927 

Department of Registration and Educa¬ 

Indiana 

1929 

tion — Division of Registration (Ex¬ 
amining Committee) 

State Board of Registration for Archi¬ 

Iowa 

1927 

tects 

State Board of Architectural Examiners 

Kentucky 

1930 

State Board of Examiners and Registra¬ 

Louisiana 

1910 

tion of Architects 

State Board of Architectural Examiners 

Michigan 

1919 

State Board of Examiners for the Regis¬ 

Minnesota 

1921 

tration of Architects, Engineers, and 
Surveyors 

State Board of Registration for Archi¬ 

Mississippi 

Montana 

1917 

tects, Engineers, and Land Surveyors 
State Board of Architecture 

State Board of Architectural Examiners 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

1931 

State Board of Architects 

State Board of Examiners for Architects 


(a) Table based on data supplied by Pencil Points Press, Inc., New York 
City. 
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State 

Date of 
act 

Administering board 

New York 

1910 

State Board of Examiners and Regis¬ 

North Carolina 

1915 

tration of Architects 

State Board of Architectural Examina¬ 

North Dakota 

1919 

tion and Registration 

State Board of Architecture 

Ohio 

1910 

State Board of Examiners of Architects 

Oklahoma 

1925 

State Board of Examiners of Architects 

Oregon 

1919 

State Board of Architect Examiners 

Pennsylvania 

1919 

State Board of Examiners of Architects 

South Carolina 

1917 

State Board of Architectural Examiners 

South Dakota 

1925 

State Board of Engineering and Archi¬ 

Tennessee 

1921 

tectural Examiners 

State Board of Architectural and Engi¬ 

Utah 

1927 

neering Examiners 

Department of Registration and Edu¬ 

Virginia 

1925 

cation 

State Board for Examination and Cer¬ 

Washington 

1921 

tification of Professional Engineers, 
Architects, and Land Surveyors 
Department of Licenses 

West Virginia 

1921 

State Board of Examiners and Registra¬ 

Wisconsin 

1925 

tion of Architects 

Board of Examiners of Architects and 


Civil Engineers 

In general, such legislation is for the expressed purpose of “ safe¬ 
guarding life, health and property.” As a rule the laws forbid the 
use of the title “ architect ” or “ registered architect ” where this 
indicates a willingness to accept a fee for services, unless the legal 
requirements have been complied with. The commonest require¬ 
ments are the passing of an examination or other evidence of com¬ 
petency, registration with the proper state board, and payment 
of fees. 

As a prerequisite to taking examinations the laws of most states 
require that the applicant shall be at least 21 years of age, and 
shall be a citizen of the United States or have declared his inten¬ 
tion of becoming one. In a few states the age limit is 25 years; in 
several there is no age requirement. Frequently it is stipulated that 
the applicant shall be of good moral character. 
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The educational requirements for taking examinations vary 
widely. They may be summarized thus: 

In nine states (Alabama, Colorado, Florida, Mississippi, Mon¬ 
tana, New Mexico, Utah, Virginia, Washington) and the District 
of Columbia there is no requirement. 

In two states (Louisiana and Tennessee) only a grammar-school 
education is demanded. 

In ten states (Illinois, Kentucky, New Jersey, North Carolina, 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
and Wisconsin) the applicant must have had a high-school educa¬ 
tion or its equivalent. 

In six states (Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Ohio, South Carolina, West 
Virginia) in addition to a high-school education the applicant must 
have had training in certain additional subjects. 

Three states (California, Indiana, and Michigan) require a di¬ 
ploma from an architectural college or some equivalent; in Arizona 
a diploma from a technological institution is required. 

In New York, the law requires, in addition to passing the ex¬ 
amination and satisfactory completion of a high-school course, 
two years’ training in an institution (approved by the Board) 
conferring the degree of Bachelor of Science, and at least five 
years’ practical experience after completion of the high-school 
course; in lieu of this a diploma or satisfactory certificate from 
an approved architectural school or college, plus three years’ sub¬ 
sequent actual experience, may be accepted. The law further pro¬ 
vides that after January 1, 1937, every candidate for examina¬ 
tion for a certificate to practice as a registered architect shall 
present evidence that he satisfactorily completed the course of 
study in a college or school of architecture registered by the de¬ 
partment as maintaining a satisfactory standard, and that prior 
to the beginning of his course of study in such college or school of 
architecture he satisfied the prerequisites for admission thereto. 

The above requirements are in many cases not rigid; a certain 
amount of practical experience may count as the equivalent of 
training in an educational institution. The laws of many states 
provide that examinations may be waived by the administering 
boards if other satisfactory evidence of competency is offered; for 
instance, a stated period of practical experience in an architect’s 
office, possession of a diploma from an approved architectural 
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school or college, or registration in another state having similar 
requirements. 

In the case of non-residents, evidence of ten years’ practice of 
architecture in another state or a certificate of registration in such 
state is often accepted as evidence of competency, without ex¬ 
amination. 

A provision is found in the laws of many states requiring only 
a “ practical examination ” by persons who have for more than 
ten years been engaged in the lawful practice of architecture out¬ 
side the given state. 

Examinations cover tests in the science of planning and arrange¬ 
ment, the art of design, and a knowledge of the strength of mate¬ 
rial, stresses, etc., writing of specifications, and general architec¬ 
tural practice. Some states furthermore require an examination 
in the history of architecture and its place in social economy.^ 

1 In California the examination covers: 

Group 1. Architectural design. 

a. History. 

b. Theory. 

c. Design. 2 days. 

Group 2. Architectural engineering. 

a. Structural design. 

h. Strength of materials. 1 day. 

Group 3. Architectural practice. 

а. OfBce practice. 

б. Legal questions. 

c. Materials and specifications. 

d. Superintending. 

e. Mechanical engineering. 1 day. 



CHAPTER X 


Results oe a Special Questionnaire Study 

As noted on p. 347, Professor D. S. Tucker of the Massachu¬ 
setts Institute of Technology was engaged to make a special ques¬ 
tionnaire study of home-financing methods for the purposes of this 
book. In addition to securing data on financing, this inquiry devel¬ 
oped considerable collateral information. The replies covered a 
definite class of housing in a price range considerably above that 
applicable to wage-earning groups. On many points the number of 
replies obtained was too small to permit of reliable conclusions. 

Before sending out the general questionnaire, a special intensive 
survey was made of a limited section near Boston. It was intended 
to be confined to homes costing not over $10,000, and to new homes 
or to homes recently acquired. Perhaps the most interesting facts 
brought out by this preliminary survey, which was based on only 
sixteen replies, were that every purchaser resorted to some financ¬ 
ing, and that the initial down pa 3 unent made by the buyers aver¬ 
aged less than 9 per cent. The average cost of these homes was 
$5606 and the average debt $4456. The average annual earnings 
of the principal wage-earner were $2278; miscellaneous income of 
certain owners brought the average total income up to $2490. 
The average ratio of cost of the home to income was therefore 2.35. 

In the larger survey, 8293 inquiries were sent to home-owners 
(names of whom had been obtained through extensive correspond¬ 
ence with real-estate dealers and others). In general, these were 
from relatively large communities, towns and cities of less than 
30,000 population not being adequately represented. In all, 1155 
answered questionnaires were secured, of which 1088 were re¬ 
garded as usable. Of these 1088 homes, 932 were classed as single- 
family homes and 156 as “income-bearing” homes, these repre¬ 
senting two-family homes, homes taking roomers, or homes deriving 
income from garages. Some of the results are briefly summarized 
below. 

The average number of rooms in 918 single-family homes was 
6.6. The lowest average for any state was 4.2 in Washington; the 
highest 8.4 in Maryland. In general, the survey indicated that the 
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largest number of rooms was found in houses on the Atlantic sea¬ 
board. The average number for homes in the North was less than 
for homes in the South, and considerably smaller for homes in the 
West than for homes in the East. 

The average price paid was $8098 per home. This compares 
with an average value for owned mortgaged homes reported in a 
special study by the United States Census in 1920 of $4938. One 
explanation of the difference is that many of the homes covered by 
this special survey were comparatively new, which means that they 
were built in a period of high construction costs ; this, however, is 
not a complete explanation. Owing to the small number of replies 
received from certain states and regions in this survey, no com¬ 
parisons can be made with the Census averages covering nearly 
1,900,000 owned mortgaged homes. 

The average initial or “down” payment (which in some cases 
included property as well as cash) for this special group of homes 
was $3185. In 210 cases part of the cash was obtained from per¬ 
sonal notes of the purchaser, as distinct from mortgage borrowing 
to cover the balance of the purchase price. In addition, 84 of the 
group of 918 owners received gifts — averaging $3447 per re¬ 
cipient — to aid them in making their initial payment. 

Only 4.3 per cent of these homes were paid for in full at the time 
of purchase. In 12.3 per cent of the cases the purchaser supplied 
no cash out of his own resources. Eighteen per cent of the pur¬ 
chasers contributed cash up to 10 per cent of the price, and 22.1 
per cent contributed cash from 10 to 20 per cent. Combining the 
figures it appears that the number of purchasers furnishing less 
than 20 per cent of the purchase price was 481, or 52.4 per cent of 
the entire group of 918 owners of single-family homes. 

Of the group of 918 reporting owners, 712, or 77.6 per cent, 
financed in part by first mortgage; 359 used second mortgages. 
Thus slightly over half the purchasers using a first mortgage also 
resorted to second-mortgage borrowing. Third mortgages were re¬ 
ported for only 15 homes. Land contracts were employed by 188 
owners, or 20.5 per cent of the total number. Most of such financ¬ 
ing was reported by owners in Michigan and a belt of states run¬ 
ning west of Michigan (see p. 360). Very few land contracts were 
reported from states east of Michigan. Only four instances of the 
use of ground rents were reported, all in the city of Baltimore. 
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The average first mortgage on new homes amounted to a little 
over 53.5 per cent of the average value of the home, indicating an 
average face value for first mortgages of approximately $4400. 
Second mortgages represented approximately 27.4 per cent of the 
purchase price, indicating an average second-mortgage face value 
of about $2200. The average balance due on land-contract financ¬ 
ing was $4933. 

The average ratio of debt of all kinds to the value of new homes 
was 77.5 per cent. In 1920, the ratio of mortgage debt to value of 
all owned homes, as reported by the Census, was 42.6 per cent. No 
conclusion can safely be drawn from this comparison, since for the 
small group of homes so studied the indebtedness was of recent ori¬ 
gin, while, as already shown, the sample covered by this survey was 
too small. 

The average nominal interest rate on first mortgage borrowing 
was 6.2 per cent. The state average in New Hampshire was 4.9 
per cent and in Texas 7.7 per cent. Including discounts where suf¬ 
fered, and incidental fees, the “ true interest rate’' on first mort¬ 
gages was 6.4 per cent or only a trifle above the average nominal 
rate. In fact, the difference is so small as to raise a question 
whether this question was clearly understood. The “ true interest 
rate ” on first mortgages ranged from 5 per cent in New Hamp¬ 
shire to 8.3 per cent in Idaho. 

The nominal interest rate on second mortgages was 6.3 per cent 
with a range in the state averages from 6 to 7.7 per cent. The true 
interest rates on such mortgages were much higher, depending on 
whether the mortgage was taken by the seller of the property or 
by a dealer. Where taken by the seller, the average “ true interest 
rate” on second mortgages appears to have been about 11.2 per 
cent. Where taken by mortgage dealers it ranged from 9.3 to 17 
per cent. 

The average interest rate in the cases of financing by land con¬ 
tracts was 6.7 per cent. 

The average duration of first mortgages was 5.7 years. As this 
average presumably included many mortgages taken out through 
building and loan associations and running for 10 to 12 years, a 
considerable number must have been for terms of only a few years. 

For second mortgages the average term was 4.6 years. A rela¬ 
tively long term in Pennsylvania — 7.2 years is presumably ex- 
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plained by the fact that in that state second mortgages are exten¬ 
sively made by building and loan associations. In every other state 
the average term of second mortgages was shorter than that for 
first mortgages. 

First mortgages were paid off much more slowly than any other 
form of indebtedness, the average rate of reduction during the first 
few years after purchase of the home being only about 4 per cent 
annually. This may be explained by efforts to reduce borrowings 
on personal notes and on second mortgage. Thus second mort¬ 
gages were reduced on the average at the rate of over 20 per cent 
per year. Balances due on land contracts were reduced at the aver¬ 
age rate of 13.6 per cent per year. 

Income-bearing Houses 

For income-bearing homes only 156 returns were received as 
against 918 for single-family homes. Some of the general facts 
brought out by the replies for income-bearing homes were: 

A higher purchase price ($10,346 vs. $8098 for single-family homes) 
A larger initial payment ($3600 vs. $3085 for single-family homes) 
A larger personal borrowing 
A smaller average of gifts 

A more frequent use of first and second mortgages 
About the same ratios of mortgage debt to purchase price 
About the same nominal rates of interest on mortgages 
A somewhat more frequent use of third mortgages (but still rare) 

Ratio of Purchase Price to Income 

As to the average relationship between the purchase price of a 
single home and the owner’s income, Professor Tucker summarized 
his findings as follows: 

Average 

state ratios 

of purchase Characteristics of home 

price to income financing in that state 

0 — 1.1 Ownership of a single-family home more economi¬ 

cal than rent. Not true of any state as a whole. 

1.2 —1.5 Money expenses, exclusive of accrued costs, less 

than rent. Ownership common. Initial payments 
small. Annual reduction of debt large. 
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1.6 — 2.1 


2.2 — 2.7 


2.8 —3.0 


3.1 and over 


Money expenses, exclusive of accrued costs, rather 
more than normal rent. Ownership still common. 
Annual reduction of the debt rather smaller. Initial 
payments somewhat larger. 

Ownership at least twice as expensive as rent. An¬ 
nual reduction of the debt very moderate. Initial 
payments still larger. 

Annual debt reduction substantially zero. Disap¬ 
pearance of the building and loan association. Ini¬ 
tial payments very large. Debt finally liquidated, 
if ever, by sale of the house. 

Home-ownership ari undesirable credit risk. Not 
true of any state as a whole. 


RESUiiTS OF A Questionnaire by the Railroad Cooperative 
Building and Loan Association of New York City 
In 1931, this association canvassed its membership by question¬ 
naire on various matters bearing on home financing. Some of the 
results especially pertinent to the discussion of this subject in 
Chapter X are briefly summarized below. The percentages given 
by the association are in many cases approximate. The member¬ 
ship of the association is located within fifty miles of New York 
City, an area characterized by a high percentage of home-owner¬ 
ship. 


Question 

Do you own the house you now live in?. 755 

Is there a mortgage on your home? . 613 

Have you found your first mortgage a 

burden? ... ^38 

Did you purchase a house already built? 

Is there a second mortgage on your home? 

If you built your home, was an architect em¬ 
ployed to draw the plans? . 187 



Number 

of 

Number 

Replying 

Per Cent 


replies 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 


.. 765 

614 

141 

81 

19 

. , 

.. 613 

522 

91 

85 

15 

e 

a 

.. 538 

126 

412 

23 

77 


.. 611 

427 

184 

69 

31 

? 

.. 694 

123 

471 

21 

79 

em- 

.... 187 

110 

77 

58 

42 


Of 683 replies to a question as to how the portion of the purchase 
price paid by the owner was provided: 

557 or 81 per cent reported that the funds were saved 

38 or 6 per cent reported that the funds were inherited 

78 or 12 per cent reported that the funds were borrowed 

10 or 1 per cent reported that the funds were a gift 
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For 571 replies to a question as to the proportion of total cost 
possessed by the owner in cash or in land and cash, approximate 
results were as follows: 


Proportion of 


Per cent 

total cost 


of all 

possessed 

Number of replies 

replies 

% 


% 

0 

6 

1 

5 

6 

1 

10 

58 

10 

20 

172 

30 

30 

91 

16 

40 

83 

15 

50 

69 

13 

60 

37 

6 

70 

12 

2| 

80 

2 

oi 

90 

2 

Oi 

100 

88 

s 


From this it appears that the largest group was that possessing 
20 per cent of the total cost in cash or in land and cash while this 
group, with that so possessing 30 per cent of the cost represented 
46 per cent, or nearly one-half, the total number of owners reply¬ 
ing on this point. 

The commissions paid for second-mortgage funds ranged from 
2.5 to 30 per cent, the highest frequency falling in the 10, 15, 20, 
and 25 per cent brackets. The average percentage paid by these 
groups was 13.6. 

Of 751 persons replying on the question of the desirability of 
home ownership, 521, or 70 per cent, expressed a desire to own 
their homes; 230, or 30 per cent, replied in the negative. 

The reasons given by the 230 replying in the negative were dis¬ 
tributed as follows: 

Number of Per cent 

replies of total 


Taxes and carrying charges. 103 45 

Home a “ frozen asset ”. 79 34 

No family. 35 14 

Miscellaneous . 13 7 


230 100 
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TABLE BB 


Number of Building Societies in Great Britain and Amounts 
Advanced Annually on Mortgage, 1913-1931 “ 




Amount 




Number 

advanced 

Balance 



of 

on mortgages 

due on 

Other 


societies 

during gear 

mortgages 

assets 

1913 

1,551 

£ 9,131,017 

£ 60,733,464 

£ 4,582,434 

1920 

1,271 

25,094,961 

68,811,690 

18,248,668 

1925 

1,092 

49,822,473 

145,857,119 

23,339,539 

1926 

1,064 

52,150,941 

171,220,815 

22,635,219 

1927 

1,054 

55,886,903 

197,748,150 

25,597,932 

1928 

1,035 

58,664,684 

227,532,832 

40,931,949 

1929 

1,026 

74,718,748 

268,141,456 

,44,604,427 

1930 

1,026 

88,767,426 

316,313,559 

54,851,402 

1931 

1,013 

90,253,133 

360,176,859 

59,008,511 


(a) Board of Trade, “Statistical Abstract for the United Kingdom” (His 
Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 1933), p. 220. 


Average Size op Mortgages on Homes in the United States 

The average size of first mortgages on homes when taken out 
through building and loan associations is between $3400 and $3500. 
(Data furnished by John M. Wyman, associate editor of the American 
Building Association News.) 

In the case of life-insurance companies the average is higher. A rep¬ 
resentative of the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company stated in 1928 
that the average amount of its loans on homes ranged from around 
$3700 to $4100. The averages for this company from 1928—1931, ex¬ 
cluding loans on apartments, ranged from $4200 to $4500. (Norton, 
W. S. See footnote 22, p. 355.) 

The average mortgage of the Prudential Life Insurance Company 
on dwellings other than apartments in the first half of 1930 was nearly 
$5600. For the first half of 1932 it was a little more than $5000. (New 
York Times, July 10, 1932.) 

The average savings-bank loan on a home is larger. A representative 
of the National Association of Mutual Savings Banks estimates the 
average for the entire country at $5700 to $5900. (Data furnished by 
John W. Sandstedt, Executive Secretary, National Association of 
Mutual Savings Banks.) An exact statement cannot be made, since 
many banks do not segregate mortgages on homes from those on other 
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properties. The average here given may be influenced considerably by 
loans on apartment-houses. 

The average size of first mortgages as shown by the special ques¬ 
tionnaire study made for the purposes of this book^ covering a limited 
number of homes of rather high cost^ in 1928^ was approximately 
$4400. (Tucker^ D. S.^ Special Report.) 

These averages are substantially larger than that shown for owned 
mortgaged homes not on farms in the census report on ‘‘ Mortgages on 
Homes in 1920/’ that average being $2102^ which included any out¬ 
standing junior indebtedness. The difference is largely explained by 
the fact that many of the mortgages covered by the Census were taken 
out at a time when building costs were much less than now^ while the 
original indebtedness on many of these homes has been substantially 
reduced. Moreover^ the ratio of debt to value has for some time been 
rising. (See p. 392.) 

A survey by the National Association of Real Estate Boards in 1927 
indicated that second mortgages on homes usually were from $1000 
to $2000 each^ sometimes for less than $500^ and seldom for as much 
as $3000, (Brigham^ H. R,^ Junior Financing of Homes.” In Annals 
of Real Estate Practice^ Vol. p. 321.) 



CHAPTER XI 


TABLE CC 


Average Tender Prices of British Subsidy Houses, June 1919 to March 1933 ® 



Non- 



Non- 


Monthly prices 

parlour 

Parlour 

Monthly prices parlour 

Parlour 

1919 June 

£643 

£785 

1928 January 

£389 

£437 

July 

713 

833 

April 

378 

431 

October 

750 

834 

July 

366 

434 




October 

369 

427 

1920 January 

782 

856 




April 

817 

914 

1929 January 

341 

422 

July 

870 

955 

April 

348 

401 

October 

888 

958 

July 

337 

377 




October 

344 

419 

1921 January 

834 

932 




April 

697 

798 




July 

665 

752 

Quarterly 


Non¬ 

October 

573 

667 

averages 


parlour 




1930 March quarter 

£336 

1922 January 

494 

560 

June 


336 

April 

395 

446 

September 


337 

July 

378 

413 

December 

5!» 

351 

October 

346 

407 

1931 March 


346 

1923 January 

346 

373 

June 


331 

AprU 

355 

390 

September 


333 

August 

351 

408 

December 


327 

October 

358 

416 

1932 March 

JJ 

317 

1924 January 

386 

445 

June 


311 

April 

415 

442 

September 


295 

July 

428 

495 

December 


299 

October 

451 

500 

1933 March 

53 

295 

1925 January 

438 

501 




April 

438 

496 




July 

444 

513 




October 

447 

603 




1926 January 

456 

493 




April 

434 

495 




July 

455 

502 




October 

453 

522 




1927 January 

427 

492 




April 

421 

479 




July 

418 

483 




October 

395 

438 





(a) As shown by contracts let by, or by direct building schemes of. Local 
Authorities, 
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Wills, Royal Barry, 540 
Wood, Edith Elmer, 93, 124 
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